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STATE VETERANS’ HOMES 


TUESDAY, APRIL 12, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 


Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to call, in room.356, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. James A. Haley, chairman of the 
subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Haury. The subcommittee will be in order. 

We are meeting this morning to consider a number of bills relating 
to increasing the allowance the Federal Government makes for the 
operation of State soldiers’ homes for those veterans of our Nation’s 
wars who are entitled to care in a Veterans’ Administration hospital 
or domiciliary. 

Without Shicttinn I will insert at this point the text of the several 
bills, and I understand there are 23 of them, together with the 3 
Veterans’ Administration reports thereon, and a summary of these 
proposals. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C., May 27, 1959. 
Hon. E. Teacue, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Teacue: The are furnished by the Veterans’ 
Administration on H.R. 4230 and H.R. 5459, 86th Congress, identical bills, and 
H.R. 3752, 86th Congress, a bill to accomplish the same purpose, which is to 
increase from $700 to $1,000 a year the maximum amount of Federal aid to State 
homes for the support of disabled veterans. 

Federal contributions to States to aid in the care of certain war veterans 
domiciled in State homes were first authorized by the act of August 27, 1888 
(25 Stat. 450), in the amount of $100 a year for each such veteran. The amount 
of the contribution was gradually increased through the years and on September 1, 
1954, was increased to a maximum of $700 a year by the act of August 21, 1954 
(68 Stat. 757), now codified in section 641(a), title 38, United States Code. 

For many years it has been the policy of the Federal Government to bear a 
substantial — of the cost of care of veterans in State homes. The dominant 
purpose of that legislation seems to have been to provide a reasonable contribution 
and the amounts have been varied through the years as the cost of operation 
has increased. Since 1920 the permanent law has also provided, as an additional 
limitation on the amount of the Federal payment, that in no case it be more than 
one-half the cost of the veteran’s maintenance in the State home. 

It has been argued that in view of the rising costs of operation since 1954 the 
amount of the contribution must be raised in order to cover one-half the cost of 
maintenance in many homes. However, as a matter of fact, there have for many 
years been some instances where less than one-half the cost of operation was 
payable. For example, the 1954 increase from a $500 to a $700 maximum did 
not then serve to cover a full one-half of the cost of operation in a number of 
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State homes. The controlling measure of the Government’s obligation has been 
the amount of the maximum dollar contribution, but not more than one-half 
dh the State cost; quite a different concept from a commitment to pay one-half 
the cost. 

There are 33 State homes located in 28 States to which the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration is making contributions for maintenance of veterans who have been 
determined eligible for care in a Veterans’ Administration facility. Based on 
the costs of maintenance for fiscal year 1958, nine of the State homes concerned 
would not profit by the increase to $1,000 proposed by the bills, since one-half 
of their per capita costs are less than the present statutory maximum of $700, 
Twelve of the homes would be entitled to the full $1,000 and the other 12 homes 
would be entitled to variable increases, some of them very small. 

Admittedly there has been a significant increase in the cost of operation in State 
homes. This is true also of the cost of operating Veterans’ Administration domi- 
ciliaries, which cost has increased by 19 percent since 1954. When the $700 
maximum annual rate was established in September 1954, the average per capita 
cost in State homes based on the fiscal year 1955 figures was $1,724. For fiscal 
year 1958 the average per capita cost was $2,012, an increase of approximately 17 
percent. The proposed increase from $700 to $1,000 represents an increase of 
approximately 43 percent. 

It has been contended that one reason for the increased costs incurred by State 
homes is that they are now caring for many chronic cases needing nursing, attend- 
ant and medical care, who have been discharged or transferred from Veterans’ 
Administration hospitals to make room for the more acute type of case. As a 
balancing factor, however, the Veterans’ Administration is accepting in its hos- 
pitals many acute and surgical cases from the State homes. Our domiciliaries are 
filled to capacity and increasing the per capita allowance to State homes would 
not serve to relieve the demands on our own facilities or curtail the existing scope 
and extent of our domiciliary program. 

We estimate that passage of any one of the bills would result in additional cost 
for the first year of approximately $1,486,000. This estimated increased cost 
would not itself provide care for any additional number of veterans. We note, 
however, that during fiscal year 1957 the Veterans’ Administration reimbursed 
the States for the care of an average member load of 8,938 veterans, which in- 
creased during fiscal year 1958 to 9,316. Hence, the above first year cost would 
presumably increase in subsequent years. 

The bills present a special question of Federal-State relations on the extent to 
which the Federal Government should share in these State programs and 
how closely the Federal contribution should parallel rising operating costs. 
Giving due consideration to the budgetary problems of the Federal Government 
in providing maximum effective use of the hospital and domiciliary system directly 
operated by the Veterans’ Administration, we seriously question whether the rate 
of payments to State homes should be increased at this time. While the difficul- 
ties faced by many of the States in this area are fully appreciated I am unable, 
eed considering all the circumstances, to recommend enactment of the proposed 
egislation. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there would be 
no objection to the submission of this report to the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Sumner G. Wuirtier, Administrator. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C., December 21, 1959. 
Hon. E. 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Teacve: The following comments on H.R. 7729, 86th Congress, are 
submitted in accordance with your request. 

The bill proposes to liberalize the provisions of law authorizing burial benefits 
on behalf of certain deceased veterans. 

Under existing law (38 U.S.C. 902) the Veterans’ Administration is authorized 
to pay a sum not exceeding $250 to cover the burial and funeral expenses of a 
deceased war veteran, a veteran discharged from service for a disability incurred 
or aggravated in line of duty, or a veteran in receipt of or entitled to receive 
disability compensation. It is required that a claim for this burial allowance be 
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filed within 2 years after burial with an additional year allowance from date of 
notification by the Veterans’ Administration in which to submit necessary 
evidence. 

Further, 38 U.S.C. 903 authorizes the agency to pay the actual cost (not to 
exceed $250) of the burial and funeral of a person who was properly admitted to a 
Veterans’ Administration facility for hospital or domiciliary care and thereafter 
died there. In addition, when such a death occurs in the continental United 
States (including Alaska), we are also authorized to pay the cost of transporting 
the body to the place of burial within the continental United States (including 
Alaska). When such a death occurs in a territory, Commonwealth, or possession 
of the United States we may pay the cost of transporting the body to the place of 
burial only within that territory, Commonwealth, or possession. 

H.R. 7729 proposes to (1) authorize payment, in addition to the cost of funeral 
and burial, of the cost of transporting the body of a veteran who dies in a State 
veterans’ home (at a time when we are paying a part of the cost of his maintenance) 
to the place of burial in the United States; (2) authorize transportation of the 
bodies of deceased veterans to, from, and within the State of Hawaii on the same 
basis as authority now permits transportation to, from, and within other States; 
(3) authorize transportation of bodies to the place of burial in a territory, Com- 
monwealth, or possession of the United States where the deceased veteran was a 
resident of such territory, Commonwealth, or possession who had been brought 
to the United States as our beneficiary for hospital or domiciliary care; and (4) ex- 
tend the time limit on filing a claim for burial allowance in any case in which a 
veteran’s discharge has been corrected, after death, to one under conditions other 
than dishonorable (to 2 years from the date of correction or 2 years from the date 
of enactment of this provision, whichever is later). 

The provision of law permitting payment of the cost of transporting the body 
of a deceased veteran does not apply in those cases where death occurs in a State 
veterans’ home for the reason that such homes are not Veterans’ Administration 
facilities, nor are veterans admitted thereto under the authority of the Veterans’ 
Administration. Accordingly, in such cases, the amount payable on burial, 
pn and transportation expense is limited by law to the maximum allowance 
of $250. 

Transportation and other necessary expenses incidental thereto may be supplied 
a disabled veteran who is unable to defray the cost thereof (1) to cover travel to a 
Veterans’ Administration facility for domiciliary or hospital care, (2) to cover 
return travel to the place from which the veteran proceeded to the facility when 
he is regularly discharged upon completion of such care, and (8) to cover travel 
involved in a transfer deemed necessary from one Veterans’ Administration facility 
to another. The present provision in the law for payment of the cost of trans- 
porting the body of a veteran who died in a Veterans’ Administration facility to 
the place of burial within the continental United States is in accord with the 
provision that when a veteran is discharged from a Veterans’ Administration: 
facility, he may be furnished transportation to the place from which he proceeded 
to the facility. When a veteran enters a State veterans’ home, however, the 
Federal Government is under no legal obligation to furnish him transportation 
to such home, or upon his discharge to pay transportation to the place from which 
he proceeded to the home. 

he enactment of the first section of H.R. 7729 might serve as a precedent for 
the payment of the cost of transporting to the place of burial the remains of those 
veterans who die in their own homes or private institutions where the expense 
incident to terminal illness is not borne by public funds. Under the circumstances, 
we are unable to recommend this section’s favorable consideration. 

Section 2 of the bill would effect two amendments which we endorse. Since 
the admission of Hawaii into the Union on August 21, 1959, we have not had 
specific authority regarding the transportation of the bodies of deceased veterans 
for purposes of burial to, from, or within that State. It is believed that our 
authority in this area with respect to Hawaii should be clarified and that from the 
standpoint of logic and equity such authority should be the same for all 50 States. 
Accordingly, we favor this proposal. 

Recently there has been an increasing number of instances in which veterans 
have been transported to the United States from a territory, Commonwealth, 
or possession for the purpose of receiving specialized medical care unavailable 
elsewhere. In those instances in which such a veteran dies while hospitalized 
by us there is no authority to pay the cost of return transportation of the body. 
Prior to the admission of Alaska into the Union the law had for many years au- 
thorized us to pay the cost of transporting the body of a deceased veteran to the 
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aaa of burial in Alaska if the deceased was a resident of Alaska whom we had 
rought to the United States for hospital or domiciliary care. It is believed rea- 
sonable for the Government to assume this cost with respect to veterans who are 
now residents of a Commonwealth or possession of this country and who are 
brought to the United States for treatment not available where they live and who 
thereafter die here. 

Under existing law the statutory burial allowance is not payable unless a claim 
therefor is filed within 2 years from the date of permanent burial or cremation. 
Consequently, if the burial allowance is not payable initially because of the nature 
of the veteran’s discharge from service, and corrective action to reflect a dis- 
charge under conditions other than dishonorable is taken more than 2 years after 
cremation or burial, the allowance may not be paid. The objective of section 3 
of the bill is to extend the time for filing claim in such cases to 2 years from the 
effective date of the bill or 2 years from the date of correction of the discharge, 
whichever is later. 

Claims for monthly death benefits such as dependency and indemnity com- 
pensation, compensation, or pension need not be filed within any specified time 
after death of the veteran to merit favorable consideration. Further, title 38, 
United States Code, section 3004, provides that, under certain conditions, such 
benefits may be awarded retroactively to the date on which application was filed 
with the service department for correction of the discharge. In view of the fact 
that the principal purpose of granting a corrected discharge is to remedy an 
injustice and afford equitable relief, the objective sought to be accomplished by 
section 3 of the bill would seem to be justified. 

There are no data available upon which to predicate an estimate of the cost of 
the bill, if enacted. 

This will also serve as a report on H.R. 118, 86th Congress, which is sub- 
stantially similar in purpose to section 1 of the bill and H.R. 123 and H.R. 5112, 
86th Congress, which have the same purpose as section 3 of H.R. 7729. 

Subject to the reservations expressed as to the first section, the Veterans’ 
Administration recommends favorable consideration of H.R. 7729 by your 
committee. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report to the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Sumner G. WuirttiEeR, Administrator. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C., April 8, 1960. 
Hon. Ourn E. Teacve, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Teacue: The following comments are furnished in response to 
your request for a report by the Veterans’ Administration on H.R. 10594, 86th 
Congress. This will serve also as a report on H.R. 10766, an identical bill, and 
H.R. 10596, H.R. 10756, H.R. 10814, H.R. 10838, H.R. 10889, H.R. 10918, 
H.R. 10926, H.R. 10927, H.R. 10941, H.R. 11034, H.R. 11139, H.R. 11146, 
H.R. 11236, and H.R. 11311, similar bills having the same purpose and with but 
a minor technical variance. 

The bill would change the method of payment of Federal aid to State homes 
from an annual to a per diem basis. The proposed $2.50 a day maximum pay- 
ment would increase the maximum amount payable from $700 to $912.50 a year. 

Federal contributions to States to aid in the care of certain war veterans domi- 
ciled in State homes were first authorized by the act of August 27, 1888 (25 Stat. 
450), in the amount of $100 a year for each such veteran. The amount of the 
contribution was gradually increased through the years and on September 1, 
1954, was increased to a maximum of $700 a year by the act of August 21, 1954 
(68 Stat. 757), now codified in section 641 (a), title 38, United States Code. 

For many years it has been the policy of the Federal Government to bear a 
substantial part of the cost of care of veterans in State homes. The dominant 
purpose of that legislation seems to have been to provide a reasonable contribution 


and the amounts have been varied through the years as the cost of operation has 
increased. Since 1920 the permanent law has also provided, as an additional 
limitation on the amount of the Federal payment, that in no case could it be more 
than one-half the cost of the veteran’s maintenance in the State home. That 
limitation on Federal payments would be continued should the bill be enacted. 
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On May 27, 1959, we recommended against enactment of H.R. 4230, H.R. 5459, 
and H.R. 3752, bills which would have provided a maximum payment of $1,000 
a year (Committee Print 62). This adverse recommendation was based to a large 
extent on a consideration of the relative obligations of Federal and State Govern- 
ments in the light of budgetary factors. We recognized, however, that there had 
been a significant increase in cost of operation in State homes since the last increase 
2 $700 in 1954. We recognized also the serious difficulties faced by many of the 

tates. 

The difficulties of the States are multiplying in view of the rising costs. So we 
have carefully reconsidered the whole question. We now feel that the time has 
come for a moderate increased contribution to the States. The bill would present 
such an increase. It would afford a maximum increase of 30 percent. The average 
per capita increase in cost of operations in State homes since 1954 has not been 
that high but in many of the States it has exceeded that percentage. Even with 
this increase the Federal contribution will not reach 50 percent of the operating 
cost in over half of the State homes. 

As we stated in our previous report, bills of this nature present a special question 
in Federal-State relations on the extent to which the Federal Government should 
share in those State programs and how closely the Federal contribution should 

arallel rising operating costs. We feel, in view of all circumstances, that the 

tates should be given a reasonable increase in the amount of the Federal pay- 
ment. This increase will tend to encourage the States to expand their domiciliary 

rograms and thus help to relieve the pressures on Veterans’ Administration 
Coapital and domiciliary facilities. These pressures will increase steadily as our 
large war veteran groups advance in age. 

The bill as drafted purports to amend “the act to provide aid to State or 
territorial homes for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines 
of the United States, approved August 27, 1888, as amended by 38 U.S.C. 641.” 

The act of August 27, 1888, was repealed by section 14(10) of Public Law 
85-857. Its substance has been codified in section 641 of title 38 of the United 
States Code. Should further consideration be given the bill we suggest a direct 
amendment of the code. 

There are 33 State homes located in 28 States to which the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration is making contributions for maintenance of veterans who have been 
determined eligible for care in a Veterans’ Administration facility. Based on 
fiscal year 1959 figures we estimate that the bill would result in an additional cost 
for the first year of approximately $1,250,000. 

After careful review of all circumstances involved in this general question, I 
recommend your favorable consideration of the proposal to increase the maximum 
amount of Federal payment to the State homes from its present amount of $700 
a year to the amount proposed by the bill—$2.50 a day. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there would be no 
objection to the submission of this report to the committee. 

Sincerely, 
Sumner G. Wuirtier, Administrator. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL, 
Washington, D.C., April 11, 1960. 
Hon. Our E. 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Teacue: You have asked us to report on H.R. 11444 and H.R. 
11608, 86th Congress, identical bills, each entitled ‘‘A bill to change the method 
of payment of Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of disabled 
soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States.” 

The bills would change the method of payment of Federal aid to State homes 
from an annual to a per diem basis. The proposed $2.50-a-day maximum pay- 
ment would increase the maximum amount payable from $700 to $912.50 a year. 

H.R. 11444 and H.R. 11608 are similar, with but a minor technical variance 
to H.R. 10594, 86th Congress, on which the Veterans’ Administration submitted 
a report to your committee on April 8, 1960, a copy of which is enclosed. The 
views expressed in that report are equally applicable to these bills. 


Very truly yours, 
T. F. Datey, 


Associate General Counsel for Legislative Services. 
54222—60——2 
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Pending bills for aid to State soldiers’ homes 


Bill No. Author Introduced Explanation of bill 

H.R, 118 Jan. 7,1959 | Provides for the transportation of the body 
of a veteran who dies in a State home to 
a place of burial — the United States, 

H.R. 1173 do__.....| Authorizes $5 million for grants-in-aid for 
5 fiscal years for the construction of State 
home facilities. 

H.R. 3752 Jan. 29,1959 | Increases the Federal payment to State 
homes from $700 to $1,000 annually. 

H.R. 4230 5, 1959 

H.R. 5459 Mr. Ciemei Mar. 9, 1959 

H.R. 10594 Mr. B Feb. 23, 1960 Substitutes for the Federal contribution 
of $700 annually to State homes the rate 
of $2.50 per day for each veteran. 

H.R. 10596 Mr Do. 

H.R. 10756 ON Ee Feb. 29, 1960 Do. 

H.R. 10814 Mar. 1,1960 Do. 

H.R. 10838 Mar. 2, 1960 Do. 

H.R. 10889 Mr. George Mar. 3, 1960 Do. 

H.R. 10918 Mr Mar. 7, 1960 Do. 

H.R. 10941 do- Do. 

H.R. 11034 Mr. Carnahan. Mar. 10, 1960 Do. 

H.R. 11139 Mar. 1960 Do. 

H.R. 11236 Mar 7, 1960 Do. 

H.R. 11311 Mr. Monagan.-__............. Mar. 22, 1960 Do. 

H.R. 11444 Mr. Morris of Oklahoma--_---_- Mar. 29, 1960 Do. 

H.R. 11608 Apr. 6, 1960 Do. 

H.R. 11725 Apr. 12, 1960 Do. 

Author index 
Author Bill No. 

Mr. Albert of Oklahoma____________________ H.R. 10838. 

Mr. Burdick of North Dakota______________- H.R. 10594. 

Mr. Carnahan of Missouri_________________- H.R. 11034. 

Mr. Flynn of Wisconsin H.R. 10596. 

Mr. Gubser of California. H.R. 10814. 

Mr. Jarman of Oklahoma___________________ H.R. 10756. 

Mrs. Kee of West Virginia__________________ H.R. 118. 

‘Mr. Lane of Massachusetts_________________ H.R. 10918. 

Mr. McFall of California_._.__...__._____.-_- H.R. 11139. 

Mr. McGinley of Nebraska________________- H.R. 11608. 

Mr. Clement Miller of California___________- H.R. 5459, H.R. 10766. 

Mr. George Miller of California____________~ H.R. 10889. 

Mr. Monagan of Connecticut______________- H.R. 11311. 

Mr. Morris of Oklahoma. H.R. 11444. 

Mrs. Rogers of Massachusetts___________-__- H.R. 3752, H.R. 11146. 

Mr. Roosevelt of California________________- H.R. 10926. 

Mr. Saund of California___._______________- H.R. 11236. 

Mr. Saylor of Pennsylvania___-_-_____-_-_-- H.R. 11725. 

Mr. Sisk of California_____._._....____--.--- H.R. 1173, H.R. 4230, H.R. 
10927. 

Mr. Steed of Oklahoma--___......._--_____-_ H.R. 10941. 


[H.R. 118, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend Veterans Regulation Numbered 9(a) to provide that the Veterans’ Administration 
will transport the body ofa veteran, who dies in a State home for disabled soldiers and sailors, to the place 
of burial within the continental limits of the United States 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of paragraph III of Veterans 

Regulation Numbered 9(a) is hereby amended (1) by striking out “in a Veterans’ 

Administration facility’; and (2) by inserting immediately after ‘continental 

limits of the United States” the first time it occurs the following: ‘‘in a Veterans’ 

Administration facility or in a State home for disabled soldiers and sailors of the 

United States”’. 

Sec. 2. The amendments made by this Act shall apply only with respect to 
deaths occuring after the date of its enactment. 
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(H.R. 1173, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To assist States in the construction, expansion, remodeling, and alteration of buildings of State 
or Territorial soldiers’ homes by providing grants to subsidize in part the capital outlay cost 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 


DECLARATION OF POLICY 


Section 1. In recognition of the unreasonable burden placed upon State and 
Territorial soldiers’ homes in their capital outlay program in providing facilities 
for qualified veterans within the State, and recognizing that a per centum share 
of such veteran members are in fact a Federal responsibility, the Congress hereby 
declares it to be the policy of the United States to bear in part the cost of con- 
struction, expansion, remodeling, and alteration in the manner and to the extent 
provided in this Act. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec. 2. As used in this Act— 

(1) The term “Administrator”? means the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs; 

(2) The term “construction” includes the construction of new buildings, the 
expansion, remodeling, and alteration of existing buildings, and initial equipment 
required by reason of the construction, expansion, remodeling, or alteration of 
such buildings, including architects’ fees, but not including the cost of acquisition 
of land or off-site improvements; and 

(3) The term ‘State soldiers’ home’? means a home for disabled soldiers and 
sailors of the United States which is or upon completion of construction will be 
eligible for grants under the Act of August 27, 1888 (24 U.S.C., see. 134). 


AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 3. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year om 
June 30, 1958, and for each of the four succeeding fiscal years, not to excee 
$5,000,000, for making grants-in-aid for the construction of facilities at State 
soldiers’ homes; and any sums appropriated pursuant to this section shall remain 
available until expended. 


APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS 


Sec. 4. (a) Any State or Territory which desires to apply for a grant under 
this Act shall submit an application through an agency which it shall designate 
as the agency in the State or Territory which will be responsible for the construc- 
tion of the facility. 

(b) A grant under this Act may be made only if the application therefor is 
approved by the Administrator upon his determination that— 

(1) the application contains or is supported by reasonable assurances that 
(A) for not less than ven years after completion of construction, the facility 
will be used for the purposes of a State soldiers’ home, (B) sufficient funds 
will be available to meet the non-Federal share of the cost of constructing 
the facility, and (C) sufficient funds will be available, when construction is 
oe gai for effective use of the facility for the purposes of a State soldiers’ 

ome; 
santas estimated cost of constructing the proposed facility exceeds 

(3) the application contains assurances that the agency through which the 
application is submitted will furnish architectural plans, specifications, and 
data relating to costs requested by the Administrator; and 

(4) the application contains assurances that such agency will make such 
reports in such form and containing such information as the Administrator 
may from time to time reasonably require, and give the Administrator, upon 
demand, access to the records upon which such information is based. 

(c) In acting upon applications for grants the Administrator shall consider the 
respective needs of the several States in the light of the funds available for making 
grants under this Act. 

AMOUNT OF GRANT; PAYMENTS 


Sec. 5. (a) The amount of any grant made under this Act shall be 50 per-- 
centum of the necessary cost of the construction of such facility as determined 
by the Administrator, except that, if the construction in question involves only 
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the"expansion, remodeling, or alteration of existing buildings, or the initial equip- 
ping of such buildings, the amount of the grant shall be 3344 per centum of the 
necessary cost of the construction as determined by the Administrator. 

(b) Upon approval of any application for a grant under this Act, the Adminis- 
trator shall reserve, from any appropriation available therefor, the amount of 
such grant as determined under subsection (a), and shall pay such amount, in 
advance or by way of reimbursement, and in such installments consistent with 
construction progress, as he may determine. Such payments shall be made 
through the disbursement facilities of the Department of the Treasury. The 
Administrator’s reservation of any amount under this section may be amended 
pS him, either upon approval of an amendment of the application or upon revision 
of the estimated cost of construction of the facility. 


RECAPTURE OF PAYMENTS 


Sec. 6. If, within ten years after completion of any construction for which 
funds have been paid under this Act— 
(a) the State shall cease to be the owner of the facility, or 
(b) the facility shall cease to be used for the purposes of a State soldiers’ 
home, unless the Administrator determines, in accordance with regulations, 
that there is good cause for releasing the State from the obligation to do so, 
the United States shall be entitled to recover from the State the amount bearing 
the same ratio to the then value (as determined by agreement of the parties or b 
action brought in the United States district court for the district in which suc 
facility is situated) of the facility, as the amount of the Federal participation bore 
to the cost of construction of such facility. 


NONINTERFERENCE WITH ADMINISTRATION OF INSTITUTIONS 


Sec. 7. Except as otherwise specifically provided in this Act and the Act of 
August 27, 1888 (24 U.S.C. 134), nothing contained in this Act shall be construed 
as authorizing any department, agency, officer, or employee of the United States 
to exercise any direction, supervision, or control over, or impose any requirement 
or condition with respect to, the personnel, administration, maintenance, or 
operation of any State soldiers’ home. 


REGULATIONS 


Sec. 8. (a) Within six months after the enactment of this Act, the Adminis- 
trator shall prescribe general regulations covering the terms and conditions for 
approving applications. 

Pb) The Administrator is authorized to make such administrative and other 
regulations as he finds necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR ADMINISTRATION 


Sec. 9. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to enable the Administrator to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


(H.R. 3752, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 641(a) of title 38, United States Code, to provide a Federal payment of $1,000 
instead of $700 per annum to State homes for each veteran of any war cared for therein 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the second sentence of section 641(a) is 
amended by substituting the figures ‘$1,000” in lieu of “$700” as shown therein. 


(H.R. 4230, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To increase the amount of Federal aid to State or Territorial homes for the support of disabled 
soldiers, sailors, and airmen of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That subsection 641(a) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out ‘“‘$700’’ and inserting in lieu thereof “$1 ;000’’. 

Sec. 2. The amendment made by this Act shall apply to payments with respect 
to the care given to disabled soldiers, sailors, and airmen on and after the first 
day of the month next following the month during which this Act is enacted. 
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[H.R. 5459, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To increase the amount of Federal aid to State or Territorial homes for the support of disabled 
soldiers, sailors, and airmen of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That subsection 641(a) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out “$700” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$1,000’. 

Sec. 2. The amendment made by this Act shall apply to payments with respect 
to the care given to disabled soldiers, sailors, and airmen on and after the first day 
of the month next following the month during which this Act is enacted. 


[H.R. 10594, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To change the method of payment of Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of 
disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act to provide aid to State or territorial 
homes for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the 
United States, approved August 27, 1888, as amended by 38 U.S.C. 641, is 
amended by striking out in the first paragraph (a) thereof ‘‘at the annual rate of 
$700.00 for each veteran’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘at the per diem rate of 
$2.50 per diem for each veteran’’. 


(H.R. 10596, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To change the method of payment of Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of 
disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act to provide aid to State or territorial 
homes for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the 
United States, approved August 27, 1888, as amended by title 38, United States 
Code, section 641, is amended by striking out in the first paragraph (a) thereof 
“at the annual rate of $700.00 for each veteran” and inserting in lieu thereof “at 
the per diem rate of $2.50 per diem for each veteran’’. 


[H.R. 10756, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To change the method of payment of Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of 
disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act to provide aid to State or territorial 
homes for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the 
United States, approved August 27, 1888, as amended by title 38, United States 
Code, section 641, is amended by striking out in the first paragraph (a) thereof 
“at the annual rate of $700 for each veteran’”’ and inserting in lieu thereof “‘at the 
per diem rate of $2.50 per diem for each veteran’’. 


[H.R. 10766, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To change the method of payment of Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of 
disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Act to provide aid to State or territorial 
homes for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the 
United States, approved August 27, 1888, as amended by 38 U.S.C. 641, is amended 


by striking out in the first paragraph (a) thereof ‘‘at the annual rate of $700 for 


each veteran’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘at the per diem rate of $2.50 per diem 
for each veteran’. 
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[H.R. 10814, 86th Cong., 2d sess.} 


A BILL To change the method of payment of Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of 


disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Act to provide aid to State or territorial 
homes for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, airmien, and marines of the 
United States, approved August 27, 1888, as amended by title 38, United States 
Code, section 641, is amended by striking out in the first paregraph (a) thereof 
“at the annual rate of $700 for each veteran” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘at the 
per diem rate of $2.50 per diem for each veteran’. 


[H.R. 10838, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To change the method of payment of Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of 
disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Act to provide aid to State or territorial 
homes for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the 
United States, approved August 27, 1888, as amended by title 38, United States 
Code, section 641, is amended by striking out in the first paragraph (a) thereof 
“at the annual rate of $700 for each veteran” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘at the 
per diem rate of $2.50 per diem for each veteran”’. 


(H.R. 10889, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To change the method of payment of Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of 
disabled soldiers, saliors, airmen, and marines of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act to provide aid to State or territorial 
homes for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the 
United States, approved August 27, 1888, as amended by title 38, United States 
Code, section 641, is amended by striking out in the first paragraph (a) thereof 
“at the annual rate of $700 for each veteran” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘at 
the per diem rate of $2.50 per diem for each veteran’’. 


[H.R. 10918, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To change the method of payment of Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of 
disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act to provide aid to State or territorial 
homes for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the 
United States, approved August 27, 1888, as amended by title 38, United States 
Code, section 641, is amended by striking out in the first paragraph (a) thereof 
“at the annual rate of $700.00 for each veteran’”’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
“at the per diem rate of $2.50 per diem for each veteran’’. 


[H.R. 10926, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To change the method of payment of Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of 
disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act to provide aid to State or territorial 
homes for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the 
United States, approved August 27, 1888, as amended by title 38, United States 
Code, section 641, is amended by striking out in the first paragraph (a) thereof 
“at the annual rate of $700 for each veteran” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘at 
the per diem rate of $2.50 per diem for each veteran’’, 
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{H.R. 10927, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


ILL Toch the hod of F 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act to provide aid to State or territorial 
homes for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the 
United States, approved August 27, 1888, as amended by title 38, United States 
Code, section 641, is amended by striking out in the first paragraph (a) thereof 
“at the annual rate of $700.00 for each veteran’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘at 
the per diem rate of $2.50 per diem for each veteran”’. 


(H.R. 10941, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 
A BILL To change the method of payment of Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of 
disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act to provide aid to State or territorial 
homes for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the 
United States, approved August 27, 1888, as amended by title 38, United States 
Code, section 641, is amended by striking out in the first paragraph (a) thereof 
“at the annual rate of $700 for each veteran”’ and inserting in lieu chersof “at the 
per diem rate of $2.50 per diem for each veteran”’. 


[H.R. 11034, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To change the method of payment of Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of 
disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act to provide aid to State or territorial 
homes for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the 
United States, approved August 27, 1888, as amended by title 38, United States 
Code, section 641, is amended by striking out in the first paragraph (a) thereof 
“at the annual rate of $700.00 for each veteran” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“at the per diem rate of $2.50 per diem for each veteran’. 


(H.R. 11139, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To change the method of payment of Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of 
disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act to provide aid to State or territorial 
homes for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the 
United States, approved August 27, 1888, as amended by title 38, United States 
Code, section 641, is amended by striking out in the first paragraph (a) thereof 
“at the annual rate of $700 for each veteran” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘at the 
per diem rate of $2.50 per diem for each veteran’’. 


(H.R. 11236, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To change the method of payment of Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of 
disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act to provide aid to State or territorial 
homes for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the 
United States, approved August 27, 1888, as amended by title 38, United States 
Code, section 641, is amended by striking out in the first paragraph (a) thereof 
“at the annual rate of $700 for each veteran” and inserting in lieu thereof “‘at the 
per diem rate of $2.50 per diem for each veteran’”’. 
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(H.R. 11444, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To change the method of payment of Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of 
disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act to provide aid to State or territorial 
homes for the support of disabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the 
United States, approved August 27, 1888, as amended by title 38, United States 
Code, section 641, is amended by striking out in the first paragraph (a) thereof 
“at the annual rate of $700.00 for each veteran’’ and inserting in}lieu thereof “at 
the per diem rate of $2.50 per diem for each veteran’’. 


(H.R. 11619, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 
A BILL To amend section 5001 of title 38, United States Code, to provide for the establishment of dom- 
iciliary facilities in each State for the care of war veterans 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States in 
Congress assembled, That section 5001 of title 38, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 

“(g) The Administrator shall operate at least one domiciliary in each State for 
the furnishing of domiciliary care to veterans entitled thereto. To the extent 
—— each such domiciliary shall be operated in conjunction with existing 

eterans’ Administration general medical and surgical hospitals.” 


Mr. Hatey. The statement I am about to make, I do not wish to 
have misunderstood. However, in view of the fact that this legisla- 
tion has received a favorable report from the Veterans’ Administration 
and because of commitments which members of the subcommittee 
have, I am hopeful that we can complete these hearings here today. 

I express the wish—without desiring to limit anyone—that the 
witnesses consider this point in the amount of testimony which they 
will present here in the subcommittee. 

In accordance with committee practice, all Members of Congress 
who introduced this type of proposal have been invited to testify be- 
fore this subcommittee. 

I would like at this time to place in the record a letter dated April 
11, 1960, from Congressman Harold D. Donohue, Fourth District of 
Massachusetts; also a two-page letter dated April 11, 1960, addressed 
to the chairman of this subcommittee by Congressman Don L. Short, 
the Representative from North Dakota. 

Without objection, these two letters will be made a part of the 
record at this point in the proceedings. 

(The letters referred to follow:) 


CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., April 11, 1960. 
Hon. James A. Hatey, 
Chairman, Administrative Subcommittee, 
House Veterans’ Affairs Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHarrMan: Without unnecessarily burdening your committee b 
personal appearance, may I simply ask you to record me in favor of H.R. 10596, 
and note my endorsement of the convictions that will be expressed by representa- 
tives of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts who are scheduled to appear before 
you and are officials of the soldiers’ homes in our Commonwealth. 

With kindest regards and best personal wishes. 

Sincerely, 


D. DononxvueE, 
Member of Congress. 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED StaTEs, 
oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., April 11, 1960. 
Hon. James A. Ha.ey, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Administration, House Veterans’ Affairs Committee, 
House Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Ha tey: I am advised that you will have under consideration on 
April 12, H.R. 10596, or similar legislation which would change the method of 
payment of Federal aid to State and territorial soldiers’ homes, 

The primary provision of this legislation would change the payment from a 
per annum basis to a per diem basis and would increase the amount of Federal 
aid paid to State homes from an annual figure of $700 per annum io $912.50 
per annum. 

I am advised that the Veterans’ Administration looks with favor upon this 
legislation and that the Bureau of the Budeet will not oppose this increase in 
current expenditures for this purpose. The total increase in Federal aid to all 
institutions across the Nation, I find, will only amount to somewhere between 
$1,250,000 and $1,700,000. 

In my State of North Dakota, I note that the Federal-State participation in 
the cost of maintaining our soldiers’ home at Lisbon, N. Dak., will be on the 
basis of 50 percent State and 50 percent Federal which apparently was the ratio 
of participation intended in 1888 when Congress passed legislation to aid State 
or territorial homes in the care of disabled soldiers and sailors. 

I believe there is no need for me to eo into detail on the merits of providing 
adequate care for aged veterans, and I only want to leave with you my endorse- 
ment of this lezislation. This need for additional funds comes about purely and 
simply because of continually rising costs of all kinds and types of services per- 
formed for any purpose, whatever. 

It will be appreciated if you will bring this letter to the attention of the members 
of your subcommittee, and incorporate it as a part of your hearings on this subject. 

Your favorable consideration of this proposed legislation will be appreciated. 

Yours very sincerely, 
Don L. Suort, Member of Congress. 


Mr. Hatey. The subcommittee has received statements from 
Mr. Steed and Mr. Gubser which will be inserted at this point. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Tom Sreep, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
SraTE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity, as a cosponsor of this measure, 
of appearing before your committee in behalf of the bill to increase the Federal 
payment to aid the operation of State homes for disabled veterans. 

This measure provides for an increase in the Federal payment from $700 
annually for each veteran to $2.50 daily for each veteran, which amounts to 
$912.50 per year. 

Since the last increase in this program was approved by the 83d Congress in 
1954 egg at the State veterans homes have mounted an average of 4.7 percent 
annually. 

The legislative history of this work, dating back to 1888, shows that the prece- 
dent has been established for the assumption by the Veterans’ Administration of 
approximately one-half of the cost of operation of homes for disabled former 
servicemen. The actual figure borne by the VA has now dropped to about 31.2 
percent. 

Adoption of the bill would still leave the figure well below 50 percent, but 
it would go far toward restoring the balance of the burden. In my own State 
of Oklahoma, for example, it would mean an increase of $40,658 in the Federal 
payment to the State home at Sulphur. This valuable assistance would be given 
in providing facilities for our deserving former servicemen. 

am happy to join in recommending to the committee any possible considera- 
tion for this proposal. 


f 
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SraTemMeEnt or Hon. Cuar.es 8. GuBser, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


I appreciate the opportunity of testifying in behalf of my bill, H.R. 10814, and 
similar bills. 

Simply stated, my bill will provide Ph ig ees ye by the Federal Government 
to State homes for the support of disabled servicemen on the basis of $2.50 per 
diem instead of $700 per annum. 

There is no question about the fact that the costs of supporting State homes 
have gone up with inflation. If the $700 allowance was fair at the time of its 
enactment then an increase is definitely in order. 

I truly believe that a nation which is so indebted to the service of men who 
now reside in the State homes affected by my bill, would be doing little enough 
to increase payments for their support. I urge favorable consideration of H.R. 
10814 


Mr. Hatey. At this point certain information pertaining to deduc- 
tions by State homes from income of residents will be inserted. 


DepvuctTions BY StaTE Homes From INCOME OF MEMBERS 


1. Indiana: Single person, 80 percent of total income in excess of $30 per 
month; married couple, 80 percent of total income in excess of $40 per month. 

2. Iowa: First $10 of income, no deduction; second $10 of income, no deduc- 
tion; third $10 of income, 40 percent; fourth $10 of income, 50 percent; fifth $10 
of income, 60 percent; sixth $10 of income, 70 percent; seventh $10 of income, 
75 percent; all remaining income, 100 percent (less $10 for wife at home). 

3. Kansas: Single members, all income in excess of $35 per month. 

4. Massachusetts (Chelsea): Amount paia under Public Law 149 for aid and 
attendance (only that amount in excess of pension); amounts of Blue Cross and 
other hospitalization insurance policies carried by members. 

5. Massachusetts (Holyoke): Same as No. 4. 

6. Michigan: 25 percent of pension, 50 poet of all other income (if veteran 
does not have a dependent wife or minor child). 

7. Minnesota: $40 per month. 

8. Nebraska: Individual consideration is given and the amount is determined 
by ae of veterans’ affairs. 

9. New York: All income in excess of pension. 

10. South Dakota: First $90, no deduction; next $10, 20 Fgh aees balance up 
to $75, 80 percent (single member); balance up to $135, percent (married 
couple). 

11. Vermont: Income in excess of $100 per month. 

12. Wisconsin: Same as No. 2. Upon admission all property in excess of 
$1,000. 

13. Wyoming: Basis not available. 

Mr. Hatey. Now we have Congressman Monagan and Congress- 
man Lane. Which one of you gentlemen would prefer to proceed first? 

Mr. Monaagan. I will defer to my senior colleague. 

Mr. Hatey. I presume that is a wise thing to do. Congressman 
Lane, we are happy to have you before us this morning. I might say 
that Congressman Lane is a distinguished Member of the Congress, a 
very able man, and one who is also interested in the affairs of veterans, 
wherever they can be improved. 

Congressman, we will be very happy to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS J. LANE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Lange. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for those very compli- 
mentary remarks. I know I am not entitled to such a fine introduction 
as you have given me. However, I wish to say to you, Mr. Chairman, 
Congressman Haley, that I, with others who are interested in this 
legislation, more than appreciate the fact that you have programed 
these bills for a hearing today before your subcommittee, and I am 
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further pleased that the Veterans’ Administration has reported favor- 
ably on them. 

With the knowledge that your time is limited here in that there 
are many that have come, I suppose, long distances to present their 
testimony before your committee, my statement should and will be 
very short and to the point. 

I appreciate, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, and 
I again thank you sincerely for giving me this opportunity to appear 
here this morning, this chance to say a few words on this worthwhile 
legislation which I and others are vitally interested in, and I know 
that your Veterans’ Affairs Committee have always been interested 
in such subject matters. 

I appear here this morning in support of not only my own bill, 
H.R. 10918, but the companion bills, and also the original bill filed by 
Congressman Flynn of Wisconsin, H.R. 10596, a bill to change the 
payment of Federal aid to State homes. ' 

his bill would materially assist the veterans of my State, the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, by increasing the Federal contri- 
bution from the present $700 per annum to $912.50 per annum, or 
an increase of $212.50 per annum, thereby assuring the continued 
apenennrsy of State home beds for veterans in need of this type 
of care. 

Most important, it would increase the percentage of Federal aid 
from the present 10 and 14 percent for our Massachusetts homes to 
13 and 19 percent. 

If this bill is enacted, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
the Federal contribution at our State hospital home at Holyoke, 
Mass., will increase from 10 to 13 percent, with the State’s share 
decreasing from 90 to 87 percent, and the Federal contribution at 
Chelsea will increase from 14 to 19 percent, with the State’s share 
decreasing from 86 to 81 percent. 

Furthermore, this bill will increase our total Federal contributions 
by $162,000, thereby assuring the continued operation of all of the 
available State home beds in our two hospitals and homes that we 
have in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

A factual presentation, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub- 
committee, will, I understand, be made by Col. Gilman H. Stordock, 
president of the National Association of State Veterans’ Homes 
and commandant of the soldiers’ home and noepint which is located 
in my congressional district, or the district | have the honor of 
representing, the commandant being John L. Quigley, for whom we 
have great respect and admiration. I think that it is the best that 
I a fa of in the way of hospitals and homes, conducted by John L. 

uigley. 

“se hiilion to Mr. Quigley, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, we have my good friend, my lifelong friend, the Very 
Rev. Edward J. Carney, OSA, of Lawrence, Mass., a trustee of the 
soldiers’ home in Massachusetts, having been appointed by the 
Governor and council there to represent the Commonwealth on the 
board of trustees. 

He is here with us today, Father Carney, the former national 
chaplain of the American Legion, who is very much acquainted with 
our soldiers’ homes and hospitals there in the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts. 
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With those few words, and the fact we have received a letter from 
the Governor of our Commonwealth, the Honorable Foster Furcolo, 
for this type of legislation, I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving me 
this opportimity. to be here to present this information. 

Mr. Hatey. Thank you very much, Mr. Lane. 

Mr. Lane. Thank you, Congressman Haley, I appreciate the 
kindness you have shown me. 

Mr. Hatey. Congressman John S. Monagan, we are glad to have 
you here with us this morning. You are a comparatively new Member 
of the Congress, and are doing all right, I might say. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN S. MONAGAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Monaaan. I appear before your committee today in favor of 
my bill H.R. 11311 and also in support of the bill H.R. 10596, filed 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Flynn. Both of these bills 
would have as their objective an increase of payments to States like 
Connecticut, which support State homes for disabled soldiers, sailors, 
airmen, and marines. 

The Connecticut State Home was established about 100 years ago, 
and in a sense the fact that Connecticut took the initiative in estab- 
lishing a home has worked to the disadvantage of our State. 

Since 1954, when the last change was made in the rate of Federal 
Brant, operating costs for all State veterans’ homes in the country 

ave increased an average of 35.4 percent. 

If the present rate of $700 per annum per veteran were changed to 
a $2.50 per diem rate, this would mean an increase to the State of 
Connecticut of $164,272.55. 

Governor Ribicoff has urged the passage of this legislation and I 
am happy to support the Governor and ask for favorable consideration 
of these bills by the committee. I particularly and respectfully ask 
that the committee take up these bills with all possible dispatch. 

Brig. Gen. Raymond Watts, commandant of the veterans’ home and 
hospital at Rocky Hill, Conn., and a distinguished soldier and admin- 
istrator, will present in detail the case for the State of Connecticut, 
and I am happy in advance to support his statements. 

I respectfully request that the subcommittee favorably report this 
important legislation. 

I would like to say, too, that Governor Ribicoff, a former colleague 
in the House, has asked that the members of the congressional dele- 
gation support this legislation, and he has written me a letter favoring 
it, which I would like the permission of the committee to place in the 
record, if that is permitted. 

Mr. Harry. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


State or CoNNECTICUT, 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS, 
Hartford, March 18, 1960. 


Hon. Joun 8. MonaGan, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Joun: The Veterans’ Administration reimburses the State of Con- 
necticut Veterans’ Home and Hospital at Rocky Hill at the rate of $700 per annum 
per veteran receiving care therein. This grant is made regardless of whether the 
veteran is receiving hospital or domiciliary care. 
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The last increase in the Federal grant was made in 1954, Since that time, 
operating costs have increased on an average of 35.4 percent for all State veterans 
homes throughout the country. 

To assist in the operation of State veterans’ homes and to more nearly equalize 
the Federal contribution, H.R. 10596 was introduced on February 13, 1960, by 
Congressman Gerald T. Flynn, of Wisconsin. This legislation changes the method 
of reimbursement to State veterans’ homes from the per annum to the per diem 
basis and increases the amount to $2.50 per diem. In the year just ended, this 
peg A in effect, would have increased the Federal grant to Connecticut by 

Passage of this bill would greatly benefit States which maintain State veterans’ 
homes such as ours. I hope you will carefully study this matter and find it 
possible to support it. 

Sincerely, 
AspraHAM Risicorr, Governor. 


Mr. Monagaan. Thank you for your consideration. 
Mr. Hatey. Thank you, Mr. Monagan, very much. We will now 
hear Congressman Arthur Winstead. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ARTHUR WINSTEAD, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 


Mr. Winsteap. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to 
appear here this morning in support of my bill, H.R. 1202, providing 
for judicial review of veterans’ claims. 

I realize from what I have heard about the hearings which you have 
held thus far that there is some reservation on the part of at least two 
of the veterans’ organizations as to the wisdom of this proposal. I 
suppose that this stems from their fear that rigid rules of evidence, and 
the more formal judicial proceedings, would not be in the best interest 
of the veteran. 

I must say that I feel their fears are unfounded, for certainly in my 
bill there is nothing which would adversely affect the interest of the 
veterans, What I foresee is exactly the same procedure that is fol- 
lowed today, namely, having the service officer handle and prepare the 
claim, have it adjudicated, and if rejected then have the service officer 
appeal to the Board of Veterans Appeals. If the Board rejects the 
claim, the veteran would then be free, if he thought such action was 
warranted, to file a suit to obtain the consideration of his claim by a 
court. 

In other words, all I am seeking to do is to see that the veteran is 
given his day in court, as most, if not all, other Americans are in their 
dealings with the Federal Government. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that this legislation has our basic American 
philosophy behind it, and one that is sound from every point of view. 
The dataile, of course, I would not pretend to be an expert upon, but I 
do support wholeheartedly the philosophy of this legislation. 

Mr. Hatey. Thank you Mr. Winstead. We will now hear the 
views of Judge Saund. 


STATEMENT BY HON. D. S. SAUND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA IN SUPPORT OF HIS 
BILL FOR MORE FEDERAL AID TO STATE VETERANS’ HOMES 


Mr. Saunp. Mr. Chairman, I sincerely appreciate this opportunity 
to express my views to your distinguished committee on my bill, H.R. 
11236, and other bills to change the method of payment of Federal 
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aid to State or territorial homes for the support of disabled soldiers, 
sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States from an annual rate 
of $700 per year for each veteran to a per diem rate of $2.50. 

This legislation is of great importance to the State of California, 
which maintains a veterans’ home in Napa County. The comman- 
dant of the home, Col. Stanley F. Dunmire, made a strong appeal to 
me in behalf of its passage. 

As in the case of the other 32 veterans’ homes operated by the 
States, most of the veterans are aged and disabled, suffering chronic 
domiciliary care which they are financially unable to afford. 

Last year in the California home, the veterans ranged from 26 to 
94 years of age and included veterans from the following wars: Indian 
war, 2; Spanish-American, 159; World War I, 1,385; World War II, 
356; Korean war, 11—a total of 1,913. 

Some applicants have been on the waiting list for as long as 3 years, 
—_ qualified for admission, but unable to get into the home for lack 
of room. 

Budgeted cost of Veterans’ Home of California this year is 
$4,645,782, of which the Federal Government will provide 29 per- 
cent, the State 71 percent. The commandant informed me that the 
cost of operating the home has steadily increased each year since 
Congress authorized the last upward adjustment in Federal-aid pay- 
ments to States in 1954 from $500 to $700 per annum for each eligible 
veteran. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge that your committee approve this legislation 
to provide assistance at a per diem rate of $2.50. It is of vital im- 
portance to the care of California veterans who served our beloved 
country in all of its wars since the Indian War. 

Mr. Hatey. Thank you, Judge. We will now hear from Congress- 
man Sisk. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I am here today to urge your favorable 
consideration of legislation to increase the amount of Federal aid to 
State homes for disabled veterans. 

The last bill increasing Federal aid was passed in 1954, raising the 
annual total paid for each veteran from $500 to $700. We all know 
that the cost of living has risen considerably since 1954. The State 
veterans homes have, of course, been faced with rising operating costs, 
and ones are closed in some State homes at present due to lack of 
unds. 

Also, the States’ share in maintaining State veterans’ homes in the 
last 5 years has risen far out of proportion to the Federal portion. 
Taking the California State Veterans’ Home in Yountville, Calif., as 
an example, the Federal share in operating expenses has sunk from 
41 percent in 1955-56 to 28 percent for 1960-61. California will be 

ying 72 percent of the home’s expenses on the estimated 1960-61 

udget, which places an extreme part of the burden on the State. 

The 33 State veterans homes now in existence are handling patients 
that otherwise would be under the jurisdiction of the Veterans’ Ad- 
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ministration hospitals or homes, which are severely overloaded as it is. 
Since the 33 States operating veterans homes are reducing the vet- 
erans hospital problem, and keeping down Federal expenditures, it 
seems fair that the Federal Government at least contribute a more 
equitable share of State home expenses. 

I have introduced a bill, H.R. 10927, proposing an increase in pay- 
ment from the present $700 per year per veteran to a $2.50 per diem 
rate per veteran. In the case of California, the State share would 
then be reduced to 59 percent, the Federal share raised to 41 percent. 

I sincerely hope that the committee will report out legislation 
striking a more favorable balance between State and Federal pay- 
ments. I would hke the committee’s permission to insert in the 
record a letter from Col. Stanley F. Dunmire, commandant and 
manager of the California State Veterans Home at Yountville, which 
stresses the necessity for this legislation. 


SraTeE or CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Division or VETERANS HoMEs, 
Veterans Home, Napa County, Calif., April 7, 1960, 
Hon. B. F. Sisk, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear CoNGRESSMAN Sisk: Thank you for your telegram received today, in 
reference to hearings on your bills H.R. 4230 and H.R. 10927, relating to an in- 
crease in Federal aid payments to State veterans homes. 

I wish to explain why the $2.50 per diem is being requested, rather than the 
$1,000 per annum. 

Attached is Report No. 62 submitted to the chairman of the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs by Sumner G. Whittier, Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, 
relating to your bill H.R. 4230 and other similar bills. 

Also attached is a copy of a letter to Congressman Teague by John L. Quigley, 
commandant of the Massachusetts Soldiers Home and chairman of our National 
Association of State Veterans Homes Legislative Committee. 

Our legislative committee and was of the opinion that a bill 
requesting $2.50 per diem would have a better chance of passing, rather than the 
$1,000 per annum. H.R. 10596 was introduced by Congressman Flynn of Wis- 
consin, a member of the House Veterans’ Affairs Committee. Several other bills 
have been introduced at the request of various States that operate veterans homes. 
Among them are several from our own California delegation. 

We are agreeable to accepting this compromise and willing to cooperate with 
the other States, although the $1,000 per annum, in our opinion, could be well 
justified as far as California and many other States are concerned. 

Attached for your information is a summary of Federal aid payments to State 
veterans homes for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, at the $700 per annum 
rate and at the proposed $2.50 per diem rate. If Federal aid payments are in- 
creased to $2.50 per day, the State of California will still be paying about 59 
‘percent of the cost and the Federal Government 41 percent. 

The president of our national association is Col. G. H. Stordock, who is the 
commandant of the Wisconsin State Home. He and several other members of 
our legislative committee will be in Washington for the hearing on April 12, and 
I am sending a copy of this letter to our president, so that he can contact you 
prior to the hearing for any further information you may require. 

Colonel Stordock will be staying at the Sheraton-Carlton Hotel and will be 
arriving in Washington on Sunday, April 10. 

We deeply appreciate your interest in this legislation which, if adopted, will 
enable us to continue the operation of our home and hospital for disabled Cali- 
fornia veterans without lowering our standard of care. 

With kindest regards, 

Sincerely yours, 


SranLEY F. Dunmire, Colonel-Commandant. 
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Summary, payment of Federal aid—California State veterans’ homes, fiscal year 1959 


At the $700 per annum rate: 
Amount paid by Veterans’ Administration $1, 346, 390. 00 
Amount paid by State $2, 928, 352. 33 
Percent of cost, VA 31, 50 


Percent of cost, State ; 68. 50 
At the proposed $2.50 per diem rate: — ' 

Amount paid by Veterans’ Administration $1, 760, 185. 50 

Amount paid by State $2, 514, 756. 83 

Percent of cost, VA 41.17 

Percent of cost, State 58. 83 


Mr. Hatey. We will now hear from Mrs. Kee, a fine member of 
our committee. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ELIZABETH KEE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 


CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA, ON H.R. 7729, 
A BILL TO AMEND BURIAL BENEFIT PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER 


28, TITLE 38, UNITED STATES CODE 


Mrs. Ker. Mr. Chairman and other distinguished members of the 
Subcommittee on Administration of the Veterans’ Affairs Committee 
of the House of Representatives, I am grateful to you for the oppor- 
tunity to present this statement requesting your favorable considera- 
tion of this proposed legislation. : 

The purpose of this bill is to make certain technical changes in 
the language of burial benefit provisions in order that presently 
existing specific inequities can be eliminated. 

This bill would (1) grant identical entitlement to the veteran 
who dies in a State home while the Veterans’ Administration is paying 
part of the cost as is granted to the veteran who dies in a Veterans’ 
Administration facility; (2) authorize the Administrator to transport 
the body of a veteran who dies in the United States while being treated 
at a Veterans’ Administration facility back to his home even if he 
happens to be a resident of a Commonwealth or possession of the 
United States; and (3) permit the payment of burial allowance in the 
case of a veteran whose discharge is finally changed to honorable 
even if this occurs at a time later than the time now permitted to file 
a claim for such benefit. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly believe that these three specific items 
should be enacted into law in order to correct presently existin 
inequities and, therefore, I will personally be most grateful to you an 
the members of your committee for your consideration of these items. 

Mr. Hatey. Thank you, Mrs. Kee. We will now hear from Con- 
gressman McGinley. 

Mr. McGinley, we are glad to have you here. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN DONALD F. McGINLEY BEFORE 
THE HOUSE VETERANS’ AFFAIRS COMMITTEE CONCERNING 
FEDERAL AID TO STATE HOMES FOR DISABLED VETERANS 


Mr. McGintey. Mr. Chairman, it is a real privilege to come before 

this committee to testify in support of my bill, H.R. 11608, and other 

roposals aimed at the needed revision in the method of payment of 
Federal aid to State homes for disabled veterans. 
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I am particularly interested in this legislation because I have first- 
hand knowledge of the need of the proposed change and the highly 
beneficial service which is being offered “ at least one of these State 
homes. ‘The Nebraska Soldier’s and Sailor’s Home is located in 
Grand Island which is in my congressional district. I have visited 
this home and have come to know the commandant, Lawrence E. 
Eaton. I was impressed by what Mr. Eaton told me and what I saw. 
What is more important, I have the testimony of residents of Grand 
Island who are proud of the home and the quality of its service. 
Relatives of veterans who have stayed at the home speak highly of it. 

There is a board of inquiry and review which acts on applications 
and determines the amount, if any, that the members will reimburse 
the State for their care. 

The State of Nebraska has established a building fund for construe- 
tion of new facilities. 

All of these things, I believe, point to the fact that the home is well 
administered, well supervised, highly recommended, and is looking to 
the future to accommodate needed service for deserving people. 

You are all aware of the skyrocketing costs of goods and services in 

eneral, and medical and hospital care in particular, in recent years. 

ebraska has attempted to meet these increased costs and thus 
continue to maintain the home. These costs are continuing to 
increase, and the time has come when we must seek additional Federal 
assistance. 

The State of Nebraska is presently bearing 75.38 percent of the 
cost of this home and the Federal Government 24.62 percent. The 
proposed legislation would increase the Federal share to 33.75 percent 
and reduce the State share under the current level of costs to 66.25 

ercent. Even with this adjustment, the Federal Government will 
all far below the statutory limit of 50 percent of the cost which is 
allowed under the original enacting legislation. 

Nationally, the present $700 per annum allowance per person as the 
Federal share falls short of the implied and histeriaally accepted 
responsibility of 50 percent contribution. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge that this committee act favorably on this 
proposed legislation to implement to a greater degree the Federal 
Government’s statutory obligation to aid this worthwhile program. 

Mr. Hatey. Thank you, Mr. McGinley. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GERALD T. FLYNN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Hater. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Flynn, for the purpose 
of introducing our next guest. 

Mr. Fiynn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This morning it is a 
real eats to have the privilege of introducing to this committee a 
gentleman from Wisconsin and a gentleman from Massachusetts, 
who will present the case for bill H.R. 10596. 

I am sorry more of our members of the committee are not present 
at this time, but I am sure before the testimony is over there will be 
more of them that will come in. 

It appears that following the War Between the States, a number of 
the States established homes to take care of those who had fought in 
that war, and that following the First World War and the Second 
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World War these homes were continued and their services enlarged 
to take care of domiciliary care and treatment for those who had 
served their country. 

Originally, the understanding was that the cost was to be shared on 
more or less an equal basis between the Federal Government and the 
States, but as time went on and costs increaséd, it had been found 
necessary to increase the amount of contribution by the Federal 
Government to the various States, and there have been several 
adjustments of this rate in the past years, the last one being in 1954; 
but with the inflation that has arisen since that time, an inequity 
now exists in the ratio that is being paid by the Federal Government 
for the upkeep of these homes in the 33 States that maintain them. 

At the present time the rate being paid is $700 per year and, in the 
bill which I have put in, the amount requested for contribution is 
$2.50 a day. 

Now, the details of this bill and the reasons for the need, the 
adjustment, and so forth, is better understood by Mr. Stordock, who 
is well known to the members of this committee, and who is in charge 
of the Grand Army Home at King, Wis., and also by the gentleman 
in charge at the veterans’ home in the great State of Massachusetts; 
so I, at this time, after filing with the committee a chart which I 
secured from the Office of the Director of Domiciliaries, which shows 
the comparative costs over a number of years and months back 
between the amount that would be paid under the terms of this bill 
and what has been paid, I am filing this with the committee for their 
use, and I would like at this time to introduce Mr. Gilman H. Stordock, 
who is in charge of the Grand Army Home at King, Wis. 

Mr. Hategy. Without objection, the chart may be filed. 

(The chart referred to follows:) 
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Summary, payment of Federal aid, State veterans homes, fiscal year 1959 


Septem-| Decem-| March | June Total | Average | Cost per | Total cost 
State ber ber present | capita 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
California. --.....-- .-|$176, 981 |$177, 937 |$176, 229 |$171,005 | $702, 152 |$1, 923. 70 $2, 222.25 | $4, 274, 942. 33 
Coloradn.,..5i2.... 4, 362 5, 04 , 714 3, 671 17, 788 48.73 | 2,572.35 125, 350. 62 
Connecticut.-_....--. 68,823 | 73, 104 77, 489 71,026 , 442 795.73 | 2,456. 48 1, 954, 694. 
Oc caacedhshacs: 16, 095 15, po 15, 917 15, 600 63, 417 173. 97 | 1,277.50 222, 246. 68 
[daltd..4sspcerenescye 9, 225 10, 1 10, 387 9, 510 39, 231 107. 48 799. 60 85, 941. 01 
78, 087 78, 991 78, 089 090 844.08 | 1,501.46 1, 267, 352. 36 
4,005 | 23,675 | 23, 159 93, 433 255.98 | 1,836.11 470, 007. 44 
OE a 24, 428 , 963 | 26,091 24, 144 100, 626 275.69 | 2,045. 33 563, 877.03 
RCA ee , 268 7, 389 7, 288 6, 878 ; 78.97 | 1,086.70 85, 816. 69 
Massachusetts: 
helsea.....-.----- 54, 851 55, 781 58, 374 56,843 | 225,89 618.76 | 4,467.15 | 2, 764, 093. 73 
Holyoke.......--.-.- 14, 256 14, 136 3, 699 14, 284 56, 375 154. 45 | 6, 227.10 961, 775. 60 
Michigan_......----- 80, 412 83,449 | 84,659 79, 691 328, 211 899.21 | 1,389.00 1, 249, 002. 69 
Minnesota......-.--- ,060 | 34,306 | 34,834 34, 151 137, 351 376.30 | 1,419. 46 534, 142. 80 
TO, eee 7, 722 7, 796 7, 506 6, 829 29, 853 81.79 | 1,329.14 108, 710. 36 
Montana.-.......--.. 5, 820 5, 523 5, 762 5, 583 22, 688 62.16 | 1, 525. 39 94, 818. 24 
Nebraska.........-.- 10, 185 10, 846 11,603 | 11,124 43, 758 119. 88 | 2, 325. 88 278, 826. 49 
New Hampshire-.---- 3, 488 , 438 3,049 13, 263 36. 34 | 2,756. 25 100, 162. 13 
New Jersey: 
Menlo Park--_----- 7,024 7,040 6, 769 6, 536 27, 369 74.98 | 2,338.95 175, 374. 47 
Vineland. ....-...- , 136 9, 376 9, 088 9, 276 36, 876 101.03 | 1,877.15 189, 648. 46 
New’ York..-........ 471 452 339 303 1, 565 4.29 | 2,684.60 11, 516. 93 
North Dakota__----- 4, 855 7,154 8,115 4, 616 24, 740 67.78 | 1,539. 91 104, 375. 10 
60,403 | 63,167 | 63, 397 57, 244, 853 670. 86 | 1, 227.30 , 346. 
Oklahoma 
Ardmore 18, 870 19, 124 19, 123 18, 981 76, 098 208.49 | 1,013.67 211, 340. 06 
Norman............ 15, 061 17, 644 18, 108 18, 205 69, 018 189,09 | 1, 277.50 241, 562. 48 
Sulphur-_-- 17, 214 16, 665 17, 765 16, 476 68, 120 185. 63 | 2, 604. 88 502, 945. 45 
Pennsylvania 17, 063 17, 241 17, 075 17, 635 69, 014 189.08 | 1,344.47 254, 212. 39 
Rhode Island 20, 924 22, 441 , 522 | 21,601 87, 488 239. 69 | 2,067. 37 495, 527. 92 
South Dakota 9, 879 11, 760 12, 003 9, 791 43, 433 118. 99 | 1, 709. 78 203, 446. 72 
Vermont. 3, 916 4,178 4, 629 4, 364 17, 087 46.81 | 2,899. 47 135, 724. 19 
Washington: 
Orting-.... 14, 701 15, 449 15, 572 15, 150 60, 872 166.77 | 2,001.12 333, 726. 78 
Retsil. ..-- , 286 | 24,400 | 24,043 , 589 96, 318 263.88 | 1,704. 76 449, 852. 07 
Wisconsin ......-... 25,635 | 26,637 | 26, 26, 578 105, 714 289.63 | 2,117.85 613, 392. 90 
Wyomtings ....<..... 87! 837 81 3, 9.38 | 3,019. 26 28, 320. 66 
PE utavsse 870, 182 | 896,904 | 905, 540 | 860,721 |3, 533, 347 | 9,680.40 | 2,057. 36 19, 916, 074. 09 


Prepared by the Office of Director of Domiciliaries. 
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Summary, payment of Federal aid, State veterans homes, fiscal year 1959—Continued 


At the proposed $2.50 per diem rate 
Amount % amount in 
deducted by | col. (9) de- | Amount paid f Percent 
State State from | ducted from | by Veterans’ | Amount paid | of cost, Percent 
pensions edera!l aid | Administra- by State Veterans’ | of cost, 
tion Admin- State 
istration 
(9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 
0 $1, 760,185.50 | $2, 514, 756. 83 41.17 58. 83 
0 44, 587. 95 80, 762. 67 35. 57 64. 43 
0 728, 092. 95 1, 226, 601. 88 37. 25 63.75 
0 111, 123. 34 111, 123. 34 50. 00 50.00 
0 42, 970. 50 42, 970. 51 50. 00 50.00 
0 633, 676. 18 633, 676. 18 50. 00 50. 00 
$56, 705. 01 177, 516. 69 292, 490. 75 37.77 62. 23 
53, 813. 85 198, 442. 50 365, 434. 53 35.19 64. 81 
12, 297. 78 30, 610. 57 55, 206, 12 35. 67 64. 33 
33, 684. 34 532, 481. 06 2, 231, 612. 67 19. 26 80. 74 
7, 725. 78 133, 959. 97 828, 179. 63 13. 89 86.11 
85, 638. 87 538, 862. 48 710, 140. 21 43.14 56. 86 
46, 832. 43 220, 238. 97 313, 903. 83 41.23 58.77 
0 0 54, 355. 18 54, 355. 18 50. 00 50. 00 
0 0 47, 409. 12 47, 409. 12 50.00 50.00 
30, 517. 15, 258. 74 79, 172.71 199, 653. 78 28. 39 71.61 
New Hampshire_-__- 0 0 33, 251. 10 66, 911. 03 33. 20 66. 80 
New Jersey: 
Menlo Park----__- 0 0 68, 606. 70 106, 767. 77 39. 12 60. 88 
Vineland. ___..__- 0 0 92, 442. 45 97, 206. 01 48. 74 51. 26 
New York._........ 0 0 3, 925. 35 7, 591. 58 34.08 65. 92 
North Dakota_____-. 0 0 52, 187. 55 52, 187. 55 50. 00 50. 00 
EEE et Sey 0 0 411, 673. 24 411, 673. 24 50. 00 50.00 
Oklahoma 
Ardmore____-____- 0 0 195, 670. 03 105, 670. 03 50. 00 50. 00 
Norman.......... 0 0 120, 781. 24 120, 781. 24 50.00 50.00 
Sulphur _ _--- 0 0 170, 766, 45 332, 179. 00 33. 95 66.05 
Pennsylvania__ 0 0 127, 106. 19 127, 106. 20 50.00 50. 00 
Rhode Island__- 0 0 219, 316. 35 276, 211. 57 44. 26 55. 74 
South Dakota ied 5, 898. 32 2, 949. 16 98, 774. 20 104, 672. 52 48. 55 51.45 
7, 167. 94 3, 583. 97 39, 247.18 96, 477. 01 28. 92 71.08 
Washington: 
eli ean 0 0 152, 594. 55 181, 132. 23 45.72 54. 28 
aa ee 0 0 224, 926. 03 224, 926. 04 50. 00 50. 00 
Wisconsin. ._._____- 135, 477. 85 67, 738. 93 197, 272. 52 416, 120. 38 32. 16 67. 84 
| ees 2, 981. 40 1, 490. 70 7, 092. 00 21, 228. 66 25. 04 74. 9% 
Titel. ....-.-. 775, 439. 16 387, 719. 58 7, 458, 954.80 | 12, 457, 119. 29 37.45 62. 55 


Prepared by the Office of Director of Domiciliaries. 


Mr. Hatey. Mr. Stordock, we are very happy to have you with 
us this morning, and we are very eager to hear your recommendations 
and take cognizance of your counsel. 


STATEMENT OF GILMAN H. STORDOCK, PRESIDENT OF THE 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE VETERANS’ HOMES, AND 
COMMANDANT OF THE STATE HOME AT KING, WIS. 


Mr. Storpock. Thank you, sir. It appears as though the weather 
this morning is more of the Florida type than the Wisconsin type. 

Mr. Haury. As you gentlemen know, we are rather proud of our 
weather in Florida. I just came up from Florida yesterday, and 
brought some of the Florida sunshine along in my pocket. 

Mr. Strorpock. We are happy to be able to enjoy it, sir. 

My name is Gilman H. Stordock, I am president of the National 
Association of State Veterans’ Homes. I am commandant of the 
State home in Wisconsin at King; known as the Grand Army Home 
for Veterans. 
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My remarks will be brief, but first, I want to thank Congressman 

Teague, chairman of the House Veterans’ Affairs Committee, and 

ou gentlemen of this committee for your kindness in scheduling a 
Lerta on H.R. 10596, which Congressman Gerald T. Flynn, of 
Wisconsin, introduced, at the request of our association, and similar 
bills, and the authors of those bills we want to thank also, and there 
are something like 18 in all, many of those Congressmen being present 
here this morning. 

A summary or statement of our association has been prepared and 
distributed to your committee. In it you will find a résumé and 
history of the payment of Federal aid to State soldiers’ homes, start- 
ing back in 1888, perhaps the oldest Federal aid program in our 

istory. 

As is mentioned in the statement, there are 33 State veterans’ 
homes, operated by 28 different States. Each State has its own laws, 
and rules and regulations governing the operation of such homes, that 
is, so far as eligibility requirements, and so forth, are concerned. 

But so far as payment of Federal aid is concerned, this is governed 
by regulations established by the Veterans’ Administration. ention 
is made in the bills being heard this morning of the payment of $700 
per annum and the payment of $2.50 per diem. 

What I want to bring out is that the sum of $2.50 per diem is not 
paid for every veteran in a State soldiers’ home. It is only paid to 
those who can qualify for similar care in a Veterans’ Administration 
facility. Because some States collect from the pensions and income 
of such veterans, the VA deducts one-half of such collections. So, 
some States do not or will not collect the entire amount of Federal aid 
for each veteran. 

Speaking of the Veterans’ Administration, I would say that with- 
out exception, there is a very friendly and cooperative relationship 
between the VA and the State veterans’ homes. 

So I want to take this opportunity of thanking them also, and par- 
ticularly at this time for their favorable report, No. 219, on this 
legislation. 

e have here this morning representatives of several State veterans’ 
homes, that I should like to mention for the record. Two of them are 
members of the governing bodies of their homes, and, of course, no 
one is more familiar with the need for funds with which to operate 
their respective homes than they are. 

First, and he has been mentioned before earlier, the Reverend Father 
Edward J. Carney, a past national chaplain of the American Legion 
and member of the board of trustees of the Massachusetts Soldiers’ 
Home at Chelsea. 

Next, Bernie G. McLeish, of Bay Port, Mich., a member, and the 
immediate past chairman of the board of trustees of the Michigan 
Veterans’ Facility at Grand Rapids, Mich. 

Then we have the members of the legislative committee and 
National Association of State Veterans’ Homes: 

Mr. Ernest W. Wixon, commandant, Michigan Veterans’ Facility, 
Grand Rapids, Mich., who is the vice president of our association. 

Mr. Lawrence E. Eaton, commandant, Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Home, 
Grand Island, Nebr., secretary-treasurer of the association. 

Maj. Gen. Raymond Watt, commandant, Veterans’ Home and 
Hospital, Rocky Hill, Conn. 
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Mr. W. R. McCresson, superintendent, New Jersey Memorial 
Home, Vineland, N.J. 

Mr. William A. Cole, Sr., commandant, North Dakota Soldiers’ 
Home, Lisbon, N. Dak. 

Mr. Wilbur Henline, director, Oklahoma War Veterans’ Facilities, 
Oklahoma City, Okla. 

John P. Harrington, commandant, Massachusetts Soldiers’ Home, 
Holyoke, Mass., and, last but by no means least, the chairman of our 
legislative committee, and the person who has completed all of the 
factual information to be presented to your committee this morning, 
Mr. John L. Quigley, commandant, Massachusetts Soldiers’ Home, 
Chelsea, Mass. 

Mr. Hauey. Thank you very much. If there are no questions, we 
will now hear from Mr. Quigley. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN L. QUIGLEY, COMMANDANT, MASSACHU- 
SETTS SOLDIERS HOME, CHELSEA, MASS. 


Mr. Hatzry. We are glad to have you, Mr. Quigley. 

Mr. Quietey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The national associa- 
tion is very appreciative, as Colonel Stordock has expressed, for this 
opportunity to appear on behalf of these bills this morning. 

ta not wish to delay the presentation unduly. We feel that the 
factual statement that has been prepared for your review, and that 
of the members of your staff, will adequately present the position of 
our association. 

We do find that this legislation has been enacted by previous 
Congresses; by the 76th Congress, when they increased the Federal 
contribution from $120 to $240; by the 78th Congress when they 
increased the Federal contribution from $240 to $300; by the 80th 
Congress when they increased the Federal contribution from $300 to 
$500; and by the 81st Congress from $300 to $500 temporarily; and 
by the 83d Congress from $500 to $700 per annum. 

i Each of these were based upon a per annum contribution to the 
tates. 

Today we have a dual purpose in trying to solicit your support of 
this legislation. First, it is to change the method of payment from a 
per annum to a per diem basis. The majority of the programs today 
are on a per diem type of reimbursement. 

In 1888 this probably was more common. First, it was unusual 
to have a Federal allotment program of any type, and the per annum 
was the more accepted figure. 

We feel it will “ simpler for both the Veterans’ Administration 
and the State homes, for the purpose of computation, to change the 
method of payment to a per diem basis. 

The second purpose is to solicit your support of an increase in the 
Federal oli” sr We feel that this increase is due and owing, 
to keep in line with the increased costs that have come about so that 
the same share of the total costs will be borne by the Veterans Adminis- 
tration, as has traditionally been the custom. 

Soldiers’ homes or State homes or veterans’ facilities, whatever 
one calls them, as intended primarily to supplement the activities 
of the Veterans’ Administration, rather than to compete with them 
or to duplicate their efforts. 
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Increases have been voted in the past of 100 percent, 66 percent, 
and 40 percent, and so today, in coming before you for an increase 
of some 40 or 42 percent we do find that historical precedent exists 
for this type of increase. We find that veterans’ organizations have 
supported both in principle and in actual practice, the type of presenta- 
tion and thought behind this bill today. 

We have prepared for your committee a few charts which would 
best show the information on the increases that have taken place. 

The first chart would show the increase that has taken place in a 
review of the fiscal years from the last hearing in 1954 to the present 
time, in 1959—June 30, 1954, to June 30, 1959. 

This fiscal year review would show that an increase of some 23.6 
percent has taken place in this 5-year period. 

We must realize, however, that we are already 9 months into the 
next fiscal year. This is an average, for the 5-year period, of some 
4.7 percent per year. If we take eight-twelfths of that 4.7 percent, 
and add it to that, we would come up with 27.2 percent as the actual 
increase that has taken place in these 5 years and 9 months. That 
27.2 percent of $700 would be approximately $190. 

If we were to use another method of computation of the actual 
increase, we might review the quarters, that is to say, the costs that 
were in effect on March 31, 1954, and the latest available costs, those 
of December 31, 1959. In reviewing these figures, we would see there 
has been an increase of 35.7 percent. 

Dividing the 23 quarters covered into that 35.7 percent, we would 
find an average increase per quarter of 1.55 or roughly 6.2 percent per 
year—35.7 percent of $700 would be $249. So if we review the cost 
on a per annum basis we would find they would come to $190, we 
would be justified or entitled to, or on a per quarter basis, some $249. 

We assume in this presentation that the base period of March 1954 
when your committee established the rate of $700, becomes the base 
period upon which we now calculate costs. 

Thus, putting it another way, one might say that today to purchase 
what $700 would have purchased, in the way of care and assistance 
by way of the Federal contribution, that today we would be required 
to have from $890 to $949. So we feel that the compromise figure 
of $212.50 that has been selected would be a satisfactory compromise 
from the States’ point of view. 

It is important to consider the percent of the total cost of operation 
that is borne by both the Veterans’ Administration and the State. 
It is important because historically, in the very first piece of legislation, 
in 1888, Congress wrote into the law that the Federal Government 
would pay $120, or up to 50 percent of the cost of operation. 

Today at $700 per year, if we apply last year, or fiscal 1959’s 
figures, we find that the figures vary all the way from a low of some 
10 percent, 1014 percent at one State home, to 50 percent. 

_ That is to say, that the VA pays between 10 percent of the cost of 
operation and 50 percent, or an average of 31.18 percent, 31.2 percent. 

That means that the State is actually paying 68.8 percent. 

Now, I think, gentlemen, that we would agree that there is quite a 
difference between the 31 percent that the Veterans’ Administration, 
or Federal Government now pays and the 50 percent that was ap- 
parently originally intended is Congress in the initial legislation. 
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If we were to change the method of payment—and using last year’s 
figures of the number, rather, the average present, the number of 
people in the homes, the cost at the $2.50 per day rate, last year, 
the Veterans’ Administration, had they been paying at this rate of 
$2.50, we would find that the 31.2 percent that we saw in the previous 
chart would have increased to roughly 371; percent, so that the 
Federal Government, or the Veterans’ Administration contribution 
would have increased from this 31 to 37.5 percent, and that the 
State’s share of the picture of cost would have decreased from 68 to 
62.5 percent. 

Now, this would appear to be a wonderful bargain in actual pur- 
chasing, in that the State operates, in effect, insofar as the Federal 
Government or Veterans’ Administration, one might say, coopera- 
tively with the Veterans’ Administration or Federal Government, 
part of the veterans’ program. 

In part the States are providing the Federal Government with, in 
- effect, 10,000 beds in these various State homes, as to which the 
State pays over two-thirds of the cost at the present time, but even 
under the proposed bill, they will pay 62}; percent and the Veterans’ 
Administration 3714 percent. It would therefore appear to be a good 
investment or sound purchasing for the Veterans’ Administration to 
purchase its medical care programs in this manner. 

The cost of this program can best be shown by again using last 
year’s figures on the number of people present in the State home and 
figuring the cost at $2.50 per day rather than last year’s method of 
payment of $700 per annum. 

We feel that we have shown that the costs in the State homes have 
increased somewhere in the vicinity of 30-odd percent; vet this pro- 
gram Cheneing to a $2.50 per diem method of payment, will only 
increase the Veterans’ Administration budget by slightly over 20 

ercent. 
. If we figured last year’s costs of the number present, at $2.50 per 
day we would find that the Veterans’ Administration’s budget would 
increase by $1% million in this period, and $1 million is approximately 
20 percent more than their present budget. 
e find therefore that the cost of the program is not unduly large 
or unusually heavy. 

We have prepared, in answer to some specific questions that Mr. 
Teague has asked, another chart, which has made available duplicates 
of material we have. In that duplicated material we have answered 
questions on such things as whether a State operates a hospital, 
infirmary, or outpatient department; whether a State home makes 
charges to veterans; whether a State home admits wives; whether a 
State home admits widows. 

These questions were specifically asked by Mr. Teague and members 
of his staff in their initial communications to us. 

We have also prepared a chart, which is shown in your figures (indi- 
cating), which is rather interesting, in that it shows the ratio of gen- 
eral, medical, and surgical beds provided by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration, and the—I believe it is chart 6, in the list of charts. It shows 
the ratio of general, medical, and surgical beds per 1,000 veterans 
across the States. 

This will show that the States having veterans’ loans are generally 
provided with fewer general medical and surgical beds than those 
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States that do not have homes. The national average of general, 
medical, and surgical beds throughout the country is approximately 
2.1 G.M. & S. beds operated in each State by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. 

We find that such States have as many as 514 beds per 1,000 veterans, 
while some other States have as few as one-half and even 1 bed per 
thousand veterans. 

We find there is a direct relationship in that a State home is an 
operation in the State and the Veterans’ Administration does not have 
to provide the same number of beds that it otherwise would have to 
provide were that State home not available. 

In summary, may we again remind the committee that the increase 
appears to be justified by a study of the costs of quarters or years for 
the two periods, that the increase in the Veterans’ Administration 
from 31.1 percent appears to call for correction, and we feel that this 
legislation would make that correction, that the total cost of the pro- 
gram is but approximately $1 million, while substantial to the States, 
it would not appear to be grossly overvalued to the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. 

The efforts of the State homes are worthy of brief mention, in that 
their program supplements the Veterans’ Administration and allows 
the Veterans’ Administration to concentrate on the active general, 
medical, and surgical programs they desire to have for the care of 
patients. 

Lastly, we would like to point out that the further report of the 
Veterans’ Administration, as the chairman has mentioned, indicates 
that the Veterans’ Administration is not opposed to this, nor that the 
Budget Bureau is opposed to this. 

We hope, of course, for a favorable report from the subcommittee. 
We hope, too, that it will be possible to receive full committee action, 
should the subcommittee favorably consider this, so that this matter 
may be considered by the full Congress and passed at this session of 
Congress, so that the States may be provided with some type of assur- 
ance that in planning their budgets for the coming year it will be 
possible for them to have the financial assistance that they are going 
to require to continue their operation at the same level of beds that 
they presently have. 

It may be worthy of comment parenthetically to say that this cost 
in the VA budget of approximately 20 percent lor the $2.50 per diem 
rate matches almost exactly the experience of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration in its increase in costs in the past 5 years. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen, for the opportunity to be heard 
here today. 

Mrs. Rogers. Mr. Chairman, may I say something at this point. 

Mr. Hauey. Yes, Mrs. Rogers, but first, Mr. Quigley, you want 
your statement included in the record, do you not? 

Mr. Quieter. If we may have it incorporated, it will be appre- 
ciated. 

Mr. Hatey. Yes. 

Now, let me ask Mr. Flynn whether these charts which have been 
presented by Mr. Quigley are the same charts which he submitted? 

Mr. Quinn. Is that so, Mr. Quigley? 

Mr. Quieter. No, sir; they are different. They are almost identi- 
cal with that one set. 
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Mr. Hatey. All right, without objection, the prepared statement 
and the charts will be made a part of the record at this point. 
(The statement and charts referred to follow:) 


STATEMENT OF NATIONAL AssocraTION OF StTatTE HoMmeEs 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on Administration of the 
House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, we of the National Association of State 
Veterans Homes are most grateful to Congressman Teague, chairman of the 
House committee, to you as chairtnan of the Subcommittee on Administration, 
to the membership of your committee and staff for the privilege of being heard 
on this legislation this morning. 

Today, we appear in behalf of the following bills: H.R. 10594, 10596, 10756, 
10766, 10814, 10838, 10889, 10918, 10926, 10927, 10941, 11034, 11139, 11246, 
11236, 11311, and 11444. Each of these bills is designed to accomplish two pur- 
poses; first, to change the method of payment of Federal aid to State and terri- 
torial homes from the present per annum basis to a per diem basis and secondly, 
at the same time, to accomplish an increase in the amount of Federal aid paid to 
State homes from an annual figure of $700 per annum to $912.50 per annum. 

To best understand this legislation may we devote a few moments to a brief 
history of this legislation. Upon the termination of hostilities in the War Between 
the States, from 1861 to 1865, the State governments provided care to the return- 
ing veteran population in varying methods and in varying degrees. This wide 
variance of care standards was noticeable from 1865 until 1888, at which time the 
Congress established an act to aid State or territorial homes in the care of disabled 
soldiers’ and sailors who ‘‘were disabled by age, disease, or otherwise and by reason 
of such disability are incapable of earning a living.’”? At that time Congress voted 
in one of the first Federal allotment programs, to grant each State or territory the 
sum of $120 per annum for the care extended to each veteran patient. This sum 
was subsequently increased by the 76th Congress from $120 per annum to $240 
per annum; by the 78th Congress from $240 per annum to $300 per annum; by 
the 80th Congress from $300 per annum to $500 per annum (temporary); by the 
8ist Congress from $300 per annum to $500 per annum (again temporary) ; and 
by the 83d Congress from $500 to $700 per annum, permanent. 

In the years prior to the hearings of the 82d Congress, hearings on this legisla- 
ture were held by the Armed Forces Committee or its predecessors. Since 1954, 
this legislation has been heard before the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Today there are 28 States operating 33 State homes with a 1959 average pop- 
ulation of 9,685, or generally under 10,000 veterans. Since 20 of the homes admit 
Wives, widows, or peacetime veterans, there generally are an additional approx- 
imately 2,000 population present in State homes for which no Veterans’ 
Administration reimbursement is received. 

The State soldiers’ homes or veterans’ facility is intended to supplement the 
work of the Veterans’ Administration. By and large the homes care for veterans 
with varying degrees of disability with the majority of homes extending extensive 
domiciliary care and some of the homes providing chronic hospital, active hospital 
or even outpatient department care. The home often serves to relieve the 
Veterans’ Administration of chronic care cases wherever the State home is able 
to extend care to this type of case. We would like to impress upon the committee 
that our State homes have been intended to supplement the activities of the 
Veterans’ Administration rather than to duplicate them. It appears to have 
been the intent of our States in establishing these homes to provide an additional 
care to that provided by the Veterans’ Administration. 

As mentioned previously, the last increase to State territorial homes was made 
by Congress upon recommendation of the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
in September 1954, after hearings were held by your committee in March 1954. 
For the past several years we have been attempting to effect some type of increase 
in our Federal aid program. There are those who ya contend that our requests 
for an increase have been too numerous and too substantial. To these critics 
we can only state that our requests have been based upon the urgency of the 
financial picture and our desire to have the Veterans’ Administration share the 

roportion in the cost of operating State homes. Precedent has been established 
y the Congress and the Veterans’ Administration for the VA’s assuming approx- 
imately one-half of the cost of operation of State homes by means of this Federal 
allotment. I feel that we can show from later figures that today we are not even 
approximating this 50 percent payment and furthermore that our costs have 
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increased substantially in the past 6 years so as to make our plight and need 
most urgent at this time. There are those critics, too, who will advise that our 
requests have been in unusually large amounts. To these individuals we can 
only cite previous historical increases on the part of Congress when the 76th 
Congress increased the appropriation from $120 per annum to $240 per annum 
(a 100 percent increase), or the action of the 80th Congress in increasing the 
Federal allotment from $300 per annum to $500 per annum (a 66% percent in- 
crease), or the prior action of this committee in the 83d Congress in increasing 
the Federal allotment from $500 to $700 per annum (a 40 percent increase). 
Each of these prior increases, one can see, was substantially more percentwise 
than the increase that we are requesting today. 

We have been given to understand that the major veterans’ organizations of 
this country support both in principal and in practice the requests that we are 
making of your committee today. We have not made any particular effort to 
have these organizations appear before your committee today appreciating the 
desire, on all our parts, to present our case as speedily as possible. The organiza- 
tions are willing to state, however, that they have been directed to support this 
legislation in national conventions and additional support from various State 
organizations could be achieved should you desire the same. 

Statistics and charts often can be used to prove even opposing points of view. 
In selecting our method of presentation to your committee, we have deemed it 
advisable to utilize figures prepared by the Veterans’ Administration Central 
Office, Division of Homes and Domiciliaries. We have deemed it advisable to 
prepare information for you through these statistics and charts to show the various 
increases that have taken place in the costs of our State homes operation over the 
years. We have utilized comparison periods of the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1954, and that ending June 30, 1959. We have also utilized the quarters ending 
in March 1954, and the latest quarterly cost available in December 1959. We 
have utilized these figures since the last hearings were held in March, 1954. If 
we assume that the $700 per annum rate established at that time was a ‘‘fair and 
equitable rate,”’ then this in effect becomes a “base period’’ upon which additional 
costs are to be calculated or increases in cost to be calculated to determine what 
today becomes a “fair and equitable cost.” 

In chart No. 1 we attempt to show a comparison of the annual per capita cost 
for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1954, and June 30, 1959. In comparing these 
costs we will note that of the 31 State homes who have cost figures available in 
both periods, we find that 5 have effected some decrease while 26 State homes 
have effected substantial increases. In this period we find a net increase of cost 
of $12,647.90 which represents the net percent increase of 23.6 percent for the 5- 
year period of this study. Figuring our costs on a per annum basis, therefore, we 
see that this 23.6 percent reduces itself to an annual increase of approximately 
4.7 percent per annum increasing costs. Inasmuch as this calculation is on a fiscal 
year basis and furthermore inasmuch as we are already 9 months into the 1960 
fiscal year, we should add an additional %2’s of this 4.7 percent or 3.6 percent to 
the 23.6 percent which adds to a total of 27.2 percent actual increase in cost from 
June 30, 1954. This 27.2 percent of $700 would represent an actual increase of 
$190.40. In other words, to achieve the same degree of purchasing power today 
re allotment that was effective in 1954, we should have an allotment of 


Chart No. 2 shows a comparison of quarters of the per capita costs for the 
quarters ending March 31, 1954, and the most recent cost available December 31, 
1959. This chart will show a net increase of $4,539.04 or a percent net increase 
of 35.7 percent for the 23 quarters between March 31, 1954, and December 31, 
1959, or 1.55 percent per quarter or 6.2 percent per annum. This 35.7 percent 
increase would require an additional appropriation of $249.90 to be the equivalent 
of the same appropriation in 1954. In other words, to have the same purchasing 
power of $700 in 1954, today we should have an allotment of $949.90. 

This association, therefore, feels that using a comparison of costs of 1954, and 
1959, whether by individual quarters or by fiscal years, that the State homes are 
entitled to an increase of somewhere between $190.40 per annum and $249.90 

rannum. The request that we are making to Congress in these bills is for an 
increase of $212.50 per annum. We feel, therefore, that our request is entirely 
reasonable and, furthermore, in line with actual cost increases of both State 
veterans’ homes and Veterans’ Administration facilities throughout the country. 

Chart No. 3 will demonstrate to the committee the payment of Federal aid at 
the present rate of $700 per annum together with an increase to a proposed rate 
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of $2.50 per diem. We have utilized the actual per capita costs for the year 
ending June 30, 1959, and further have used the ‘‘average present”’ population for 
this same period. Again these figures were taken from statistics prepared by the 
central office of the Veterans’ Administration, Director of Homes and Domiciliary 
Office. In reviewing this chart we note that an increase to $2.50 per day from the 

resent per annum cost of $700 per annum would increase the budget of the 
Administration by $1,251,389.42. Such an increase 
would be approximately 20.1 percent beyond the present per annum allotment of 
the Veterans’ Administration to State homes, or your information we have 
included on this chart the cost of an increase to $2.75 per diem. You will note 
that such an increase would cost the Veterans’ Administration $1,709, 264.56 or an 
increase of 27.52 percent beyond their present per annum costs for the $700 per 
annum program. Please note that if the increase to $2.50 per diem is allowed, 
that 24 of the 33 State homes will benefit in whole or in part by this increase. 
Those States who will not receive an immediate increase will have their ‘‘cost 
ceiling”’ raised so that if the costs, at their particular institutions, increase above 
their present per capita costs then they still will have an opportunity for increased 
Federal reimbursement. 

Chart No. 4 compares the rate of payment or percent of cost borne by the Vet- 
erans’ Administration and the percent of cost borne by each State government 
at the present $700 per annum rate and the proposed $2.50 per diem rate. Here 
we would like to emphasize that the present $700 per annum rate based upon 
fiscal 1959 figures, that the Veterans’ Administration is paying but an average of 
31.18 percent of the total cost of operating State homes while the State homes are 
paying 68.82 percent. When this legislation was initially introduced by Congress 
in 1888, it appears to have been the intention of the Congress to pay “up to 50 
percent”’ of the cost of operating these State homes. Certainly, the 31.18 percent 
presently borne by the Veterans’ Administration is substantially below this ap- 
parent intent to pay ‘‘up to 50 percent.’’ If we turn to the last two columns in 
this chart, we note that if the Federal allotment rate had been at the rate of $2.50 
per diem for fiscal 1959, that the rate of Veterans’ Administration percent of cost 
would have been increased to 37.47 percent while the percent of cost borne by the 
State homes would have decreased to 62.53 percent. Even now there is substantial 
difference between this 37.47 percent and the apparent intent of the early Congress 
and yet admittedly the percent is substantially nearer 50 percent than the present 
31.18 percent. 

Chart No. 5 has been prepared for the aid of your committee in answer to 
specific questions proposed to us by Mr. Teague in his communication of March 
15, 1960. On this chart we have attempted to show the per capita cost per 
State, the average number present (population), whether wives and widows are 
admitted to the State home, whether deductions are made from the pension or 
compensation or other income of veterans, whether the State maintains a hospital 
and if so how many hospital beds are maintained, whether the State maintains 
an infirmary and if so how many infirmary beds, whether the State homes main- 
tain an outpatient department, and whether chronic patients or convalescent 
patients are admitted to the State homes. It is extremely difficult, if not impos- 
sible, to evaluate the standards of care in a statistical report. May we advise 
that each of the State homes are visited annually for a Federal muster by repre- 
sentatives of the Veterans’ Administration area medical director or regional 
manager and also visited monthly for periodic inspections of both the number of 
members present and the quality of care extended to each member. In addition, 
many of our homes maintain hospitals which have active training programs or 
rehabilitation programs or hold membership in the American Hospital Association 
or have been granted approval by the Council on Medical Education of the 
American Medical Association or have received approval by the Joint Commission 
on Accreditation. All of these approvals, we feel, attest to the standard of care 
presently given by our State homes. We are both anxious and hopeful that it 
attain the same high standard of care attained by Veterans’ Administration hos- 
pitals and domiciliaries. 

Chart No. 6 we feel may be of interest to you in that it shows the ratio of 
general medical and surgical beds per 1,000 veterans, in the various states of this 
country. We find that there is a national average of 2.12 beds per 1,000 veterans 
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for general medical and surgical purposes operated by the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion in this country. This figure is achieved by dividing the veteran population 
in thousands into the total number of general medical and surgical beds which 
gives the average of general medical and surgical beds per 1,000 veterans through- 
out the country. As mentioned, the national average is 2.12 beds. We are of 
the opinion that there is a definite relationship between the presence of State 
soldiers’ home beds, whether domiciliary or hospital, in a State and the number 
of beds which the Veterans’ Administration must furnish to that State. Please 
note that in the first 10 States with the highest average of general medical and 
surgical beds as operated by the Veterans’ Administration, that there are only 
2 State homes in South Dakota and Nebraska while in the 10 States with the 
lowest average per State there are 7 State homes who operate dormitories 
or hospital beds. The presence of State home beds in either hospital or domi- 
ciliary care obviously relieves the Federal Government through its Veterans’ 
Administration of staffing that State with the same number of beds as required 
in a State with no State home beds. 

Our attention until now has been directed to the increase in Federal allotment. 
We are equally anxious to effect a change from a per annum to a per diem allot- 
ment figure. The majority of Federal programs today are based on a per diem 
rather than a per annum basis, we understand. The per diem basis would greatly 
simplify computation for both the Veterans’ Administration and the State homes. 
A per diem rate would provide a more accurate comparison for the costs of this 
program with the other Federal allotment programs. 

In summary may we state that we ask only that this appeal, for a change in the 
method of payment and an increase in the Federal allotment, be considered on the 
merits of the case. 

First, we feel that we have shown that owing to an increase in costs that we are 
entitled to an increase of between $190 and $249 or $212.50 which we are asking 
as a compromise figure. 

Secondly, we feel that the steady decrease in the percent of total expense borne 
by the Veterans’ Administration to the 1959 figure of 31.18 percent, calls for 
correction to more nearly achieve the apparent intent of Congress in paying “up to 
50 percent” of the State home’s operating expenses and that these bills are the 
specific remedy needed to increase the Veterans’ Administration share of the total 
cost. 

Thirdly, we feel that the total cost of $1,251,389 is not an unreasonable expense 
for the tremendous benefits received by the Veterans’ Administration in having 
available an additional 10,000 beds maintained by State governments. 

Fourthly, we feel that the chronic hospital or nursing home care programs of 
State homes provide particularly strong supportive care to existing Veterans’ 
Administration programs which permit greater attention to active and acute 
needs of veterans by the Veterans’ Administration. 

Historically, Congress has served as the “Court of Last Resort’? where equity 
can be sought by even the smallest groups. Today we appeal to your subcom- 
mittee and through vou to the full Committee on Veterans’ Affairs to grant relief to 
the financially hard-pressed State homes so that they may continue the role 
that they have played for almost 100 years in supplementing the programs of 
the Veterans’ Administration or its predecessors. We all serve veterans and 
every veteran of every war, whether that war was in the East or West, has fought 
a thousand battles and died a thousand deaths; and one does not face death in 
battle, whether real or imaginary, without gaining that knowledge of life which 
makes him appreciate the joy of living, far more than those who have spent the 
hours during war, far from the clamor and the filth, the horror and the stench 
the blood and the inhumanity all suffered willingly in the cause of liberty and 
justice. As we appeal to you in equity, may equity prevail to the end that these 
aged veteran residents of our State homes may continue to have available the 
same facilities as their predecessors in these, their golden years. 

We can accurately predict that if some Federal aid increase is not effected at 
this time, that additional State home beds will have to be closed owing tothe 
shortage of State funds. 
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Cuart 1.—Comparison of annual per capita costs for fiscal years ended June 30, 
1954, and June 30, 1959 


Per capita Percentage of— 
1954 1959 
Increase Decrease | Increase | Decrease 
$1, 557. 35 $2, 222. 25 
2, 101. 81 2, 572. 35 
2, 060. 63 2, 456. 48 
1, 156. 22 1, 501. 46 
1, 325. 95 1, 836. 11 
1, 344. 61 2, 045. 33 
1, 583. 04 1, 086. 70 
Massachusetts: 
4, 102. 95 4, 467.15 
5, 746. 72 6, 227. 10 
1, 025. 71 1, 389. 00 
1, 241. 84 1, 419. 46 
eck 1, 056. 79 1, 329. 14 
Montana_ - 1, 276. 39 1, 525. 39 
Nebraska__-__- 5 1, 287. 40 2, 325. 88 
New Hampshire-- 2, 106. 45 2, 756. 25 
New Jersey: 
Menlo Park- -- 1, 996. 06 2, 338. 95 
Vineland 1, 999. 53 1, 877.15 
1, 832. 37 2, 684. 60 
EE ESE 1, 763. 50 1, 539. 91 
1, 264. 36 1, 227. 30 
Oklahoma: 
1, 126. 62 1, 013. 67 
a 2, 412. 09 2, 694. 88 
1, 049. 30 1, 344. 47 
1, 424. 02 2, 067. 37 
1, 600. 62 1, 709. 78 
1, 660. 64 2, 899. 47 
Washington: 
1, 370. 93 2,001. 12 
puss 53, 552.29 | 66,200.19 | 13, 640.22 992. 32 25.4 1.8 


1 Not applicable. 


Source: This data is taken from re by the Office of Director of Domiciliaries, Veterans’ 
ports prepared by 
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Cuart 2.—Comparison of quarters per capita cost for quarters, Mar. 31, 1954, and 
Dec. 31, 1959 


€ 30, 
Per capita Percentage of— 
———. Mar. 31, Dee. 31, 
f 1954 1959 
o— Increase | Decrease | Increase | Decrease 
prease $375. 35 $606. 19 
—— 402.17 609. 38 
508. 80 637.65 
135. 00 244. 20 
ses 277. 58 414. 37 
cc 337. 23 542. 87 
Massachusetts: 
Chelsea- 1, 007. 23 1, 171. 35 
1, 378. 50 1, 592. 74 
238. 47 402. 04 
296. 56 384. 77 
286. 96 354. 91 
278. 54 428. 70 
Nebraska - ave 311. 22 574. 20 
New 513.65 721. 38 
New Jersey: 
506. 83 618. 02 
511. 21 376. 44 
433. 53 714. 83 
310. 86 350. 00 
127 Oklahoma: 
28 256. 50 273. 24 
568. 82 690. 27 
10.0 230. 64 332. 03 
Rhode Island 356. 56 537. 33 
Aah 294. 90 386. 24 
352. 02 706. 93 
wad 320. 40 595. 41 85.8 
79 342. 09 461. 99 35.0 
459. 44 565. 95 23.1 
~ 60 756. 50 106.9 
1 
= 
12,683.12 | 17,222.16 4, 709. 29 170. 25 37.0 1.3 
4, 539.04 |............ 
eH 1 Not applicable. 
Note.—Net increase of 35.7 percent for the 23 quarters above shows an average increase of 1.55 percent 
oe per quarter or 6.2 percent per annum, 
Source: This data is taken from reports prepared by the Office of Director of Domiciliaries, Veterans” 
Administration. 
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Cuart 5.—General information 


Deduc- 
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New Hampshire 
New Jersey: 
Menlo 
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SSSR 
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HOMES 


1. 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
{ 


Wives Infir- Out- 
Per capita| Average and Hospi- | mary | patient Chronic 
|| present | widows tal beds} beds | depart- | patients 
admitted ment 
California... ............./$2, 222 1, 923.70 | No......| No....| 477....| No _...| No......| Yes. 
2, 456 795.73 | No......| No....| 496....| No....| No......| Yes. 
799 107.48 | No......| No....| No-....| No....| No..-...| No. 
844.08 | Yes.....| 80.....} 120....| No......| Yes. 
2 275.69 | Yes.....| Yes...| 185....] No....| No..._..| Yes. 
78.97 | Yes.....| Yes...| No....| 34.....| No......| Convales- 
cent, 
Massachusetts: 
618.76 | Yes.....| Yes_..| 300_...| No....| Yes.....| Yes. 
154.45 | Yes.....| Yes.._] 82.....| Yes.....] Yes. 
899.21 | Yes.....| Yes___| 264....| No....| Yes. 1 
Minnesota... 376.30 | Yes.....| Yes...| 84.....| No....| Yes.....| Convales- 
cent. 
119.88 | Yes.....| Yes..._| No....| 77.....] No......| Yes, 1 
670.86 | No......| No-....} 180_...} No....| No......| Yes. 
Oklahoma: 
186.63 | No......| No....| 100....| No..../ No......] Yea, 
189.08 | No......}| No....| No_...| 34.....| No......| Convales- 
cent. 
Rhode 230.69 | No......| No....| 84.....] No....] No......] Yes. 
South 118.99 | Yes.....| Yes...| No_...} 24.....| No......| No. 
Washington: 
289.63 | Yes.....| Yes...| 95.....| No....| No......| Yes. 
Oklahoma: Norman.....| J 189.09 | No...... No....| No....| No......| Yes. 
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Cuart 6.—Ratio of general medical and surgical beds per 1,000 veterans across the 


States 
1roni 
G.M. & Applicants State 
Veteran | G.M. &S.| beds per waiting hospital | Total State 
population beds 1,000 admission beds beds 
veterans 
1. New Mexico. .......-...-- 97,000 551 5. 68 
2. South Dakota__.----..---- 88, 000 487 5. 54 yearend 302 
vales- 6. West 272, 000 1,141 4.19 
180, 000 728 4.04 0 77 300 
vales- 50, 000 173 3. 46 0 25 73 
it. 662150. 366, 000 1, 260 3. 44 
15. North Dakota.........--.. 72, 000 226 3.14 150 
ene 369, 000 1,029 2.79 43 110 
454, 000 1, 221 2. 69 
477, 000 1,173 2. 46 2 95 496 
ee 412, 000 1,013 2. 458 234 200 200 
25. Oklahoma. ................ 314, 000 720 2. 29 135 109 468 
2, 200, 000 4, 888 2. 221 114 226 
ales- 27. District of Columbia------ 136, 000 302 2.22 
28. North Carolina. 500, 000 1, 092 2.18 
20. Puerto Rico.............-. 116, 000 245 2.11 
31 125, 000 260 2. 08 
340, 000 707 2.079 38 185 600 
223, 000 462 2.07 
PS SER 135, 000 278 2. 06 1 84 269 
1, 999, 000 3, 953 1, 98 
37. Connecticut____-._-.------ 320, 000 620 1.94 44 496 1, 225 
1, 343, 000 2, 594 1.93 46 200 1, 500 
573, 000 984 1.72 225 91 239 
1, 232, 000 2, 032 1.65 33 180 900 
42. New Hampshire. .......-- 85, 000 137 1.61 66 
43. 1, 601, 000 2, 552 1, 59 se 
364, 000 533 1, 464 
46. Michigan. -___........----- 1, 029, 000 1, 502 1. 46 38 264 1,100 
47. Massachusetts -____________ 725, 000 969 1.34 15 94 
48. Indiana.........-...-.---- 592, 000 591 1.00 68 130 675 
49. 359, 000 348 .97 BT 
50. New Jersey -__------------ 822. 000 439 . 53 14 300 


Norxg.—Average general medical and surgical beds per 1,000 veterans, 2.12 beds. 
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Mr. Hatrey. The subcommittee has received a statement from 
Congressman LeRoy Anderson which will be inserted at this point. 


SraTEMENT OF Hon. LERoy ANDERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
From THE oF MONTANA 


Mr. Chairman, I appear here today in support of legislation to increase Federal 
allotments to veterans in State or territorial homes for disabled veterans from 
$700 per annum to $2.50 per diem, or $912.50 per annum, for each veteran. 

The National Association of State Homes has presented an excellent and com- 
prehensive statement, giving factual and detailed information on the legislative 
history of the act to aid State or territorial homes in the care of disabled veterans; 
the administration of funds under this act since its adoption in 1888; and statis- 
tical information on per capita costs, which fully document the need for this 
increase in Federal aid. I will not burden this committee with a repetition of 
such information, which has already been so ably presented. 

It seems apparent that the intent of Congress, as expressed in the original act, 
was to pay “‘up to 50 percent”’ of the State homes’ operating expenses. I want to 
emphasize that I am in complete agreement that because of today’s rising costs, 
which have resulted in a steady decrease in the percent of total expense borne by 
the Veterans’ Administration, this legislation should be enacted to increase the 
VA share of the total cost, thus carrying out the intent expressed in the act. 
Also, placing this allotment on a per diem basis would greatly simplify the ad- 
ministration of the act, as well as correct present inequities. 

We have a very fine soldiers’ home in Montana, ably managed by its com- 
mandant, Mr. O. L. Lane, who has written me stressing the need for an increase 
in the Federal allotment. The Montana Soldiers’ Home, at Columbia Falls, like 
those in other States, is financially hard pressed. Our State home, and those in 
other States, is intended to supplement the activities of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion rather than to duplicate them. These homes were established to provide 
additional care to that provided by the Veterans’ Administration, and often 
serves to relieve the VA of chronic care cases. We in Congress should certainly 
provide adequate funds for such a worthwhile program. 

Passage of this legislation would be tremendously beneficial to the Montana 
Soldiers’ Home, as well as to those of other States. I strongly urge that your 
committee promptly approve this legislation in order that our many fine State 
homes may continue to adequately serve our disabled veterans in their declining 
years. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hauey. Now, are there any questions to be directed to the 
witness? 

If not, the Chair notes the presence of the gentlelady from Massa- 
chusetts, Mrs. Rogers, whom of course I have no need to elaborate 
on. However, while she is not a member of this subcommittee, 
wherever veterans’ benefits and their welfare is concerned you will 
ceriainly always find the gentlelady, and we are very happy to have 
you here, Mrs. Rogers, this morning, and the Chair is glad to recog- 
nize you. 

Mrs. Rogers. I thank you very much. I introduced a companion 
bill to Congressman Flynn’s bill and of course it will all be passed, 
and | do not believe there will be any objection to it. I do want to 
say, Mr. Chairman, that Commander Quigley runs a wonderful home, 
and the people tell me it is almost like a hotel there, that they have 
whatever they want, they have the best of care, and that he is very 
much beloved there. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, we have in the room Father Edward J. Carney, 
who is the past national chaplain of the American Legion, and you 
all remember the tremendous fight he made in getting more money 
for the veterans a number of years ago, and I know he is still doing that. 

I know they all want to see you, Father Carney, those that have 
not seen you. 
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Mr. Hatery. Of course, I might say to the gentlelady, that I have 
met the father, and I am sure the members of the committee have, 
and of course, we are very happy to have him here with us this 
morning. He is a distinguished American and has had quite a dis- 
tinguished career, I might say, in addition to his activities in behalf of 
the veterans. 

Mrs. Rogers. He is a tremendous fighter, and he tries to get 
gates he can for the veterans. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, I have a letter from Governor Foster Furcolo 
endorsing the bill very highly. May that be inserted as part of the 
record at this point? 

Mr. Hatey. Without objection the letter may be made a part of 
the record. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


THe COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
Executive DEPARTMENT, - 
Boston, April 7, 1960. 
Hon. Nourse Rocers, 
New House O ts Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeaR CONGRESSWOMAN Rocers: Hearings on H.R. 10596 will be held on 
April 12, before the Subcommittee on Administration of the House of Repre- 
sentatives Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. This bill would increase payments 
to the soldiers’ homes in Chelsea and Holyoke by $212.50 per veteran per annum. 
It is estimated that the Commonwealth would receive about $170,000 per year 
in additional income from Chelsea and Holyoke if this bill were to become law. 

Since 1954, the last time legislation was passed to increase aid for homes for 
soldiers, the cost of maintenance has gone up by 33 percent. 

May I urge you to record yourself in favor of H.R. 10596, with Representative 
James A. Haley, of Florida, the chairman of the Subcommittee on Administration 
of the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

With every good wish to you, I am, 


OSTER COLO, 


Mrs. Rogers. We also have here a representative of Governor 
Furcolo, whom I also know you will want to see. 

Mr. Mircuewt (standing up in audience). My name is John J. 
Mitchell. 

Mr. Hatey. You are here representing the Governor, and I wish 
you would convey to your distinguished Devan our greetings. 

Mr. Thank you. 

Mr. Hatey. If there are no further questions, we thank you, 
gentlemen. 

Mr Srorpock. That completes our presentation, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you very much. 

Mr. Haury. We thank you, gentlemen. 

Our next witness is Congressman Carnahan. 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. S. J. CARNAHAN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mr. Carnanan. Mr. Chairman, I am happy to appear in behalf of 
H.R. 11034, a bill introduced by myself, to change the method of 
ayment of Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of 
iisabled soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States. 
A Federal soldiers’ home is located within my own congressional 


district, the Missouri eighth. 
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The Federal Soldiers’ Home at St. James, Mo., is the successor of 
the Federal Soldiers’ Home originally established by the Women’s 
Relief Corps and the Grand Army of the Republic organizations of the 
Department of Missouri. 

Its object was to provide a home for the indigent Union veterans of 
the Civil War, their wives, widows, and Army nurses, where these 
deserving people would be supplied with the necessities of life, receive 
the benefit of medical attention, and thus be able to spend their last 
days free from want and care. 

The home established by the Women’s Relief Association was 
dedicated on October 25, 1896. It remained under the care of the 
Women’s Relief Corps Home Directory until June 25, 1897, when the 
board of trustees of the Federal Soldiers’ Home conveyed, organized, 
and took charge of the institution. The buildings and grounds of the 
home, worth not less than $40,000 at that time, were conveyed to the 
State of Missouri for the nominal sum of $1. 

The home is now located on approximately 60 acres of ground within 
the city limits of St. James. The buildings now included on the 
beautiful landscaped grounds are the hospital, chapel, superintendent’s 
home, a dormitory for women, men’s and married couples’ dormitory, 
sunshine cottage, dining room and storeroom, administration building, 
home canteen, historic mansion building, laundry, and powerhouse. 

The U.S. Government now makes an annual contribution of $700 
on each individual veteran, based on actual time he is in the institution 
and on a per capita basis. The Federal Government makes no 
allotment to the home on the attendance of female members residing 
in the institution. 

All other expenses are borne by the State of Missouri. There is no 
charge made to the members residing in the institution by the State 
or Federal Government. 

The home is under the sole operation of a five-member board of 
trustees appointed by the Governor for a 4-year appointment. 

Entitled to admission are honorably discharged soldiers, sailors, 
and airmen who have served 90 days or more during some war, who 
are disabled and in indigent circumstances and unable to support 
themselves by manual labor, and who have resided in this area 2 
years or more prior to the date of their application. The wives, 
widows, or mothers of such soldiers or sailors or airmen who are 
residents of Missouri, the wives being 50 years old and the widows 
= — old, and who are unable to support themselves, are also 
eligible. 

7 I have stated, the soldiers’ home within my district is now 
receiving from the Veterans’ Administration $700 per annum per 
veteran cared for in this State soldiers’ home. 

The last increase in the Federal allotment from the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration was granted in March 1954. Since that time the increases 
in operating costs have steadily risen an average of 35.4 percent. 
In my own district, the Federal allotment amounts to only 35 percent 
of the total cost of operating this home 

To assist the operation of this State home and to more clearly 
equalize the Federal contribution is the principal reason for my 
having introduced this legislation. This bill would increase the 
Federal allotment from its present $700 per annum to a per diem rate 
of $2.50 or $912.50 per annum. 
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The soldier’s home within my district is desperately in need of 
additional funds to operate this institution and this proposed increase 
in Federal allotment is extremely important to the continued opera- 
tion of the State Soldiers’ Home in Missouri. 

The Veterans’ Administration has informed me that the Department 
of Medicine and Surgery of the Veterans’ Administration feels the 
program as called for in this legislation might encourage the States to 
take on even more cases where veterans or their dependents needing 
care might be helped and possibly even relieve the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration itself of large numbers of domiciliary cases for which regular 
VA space is now limited. 

I am also informed that the Bureau of the Budget interposes no 
objection to this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, | feel this is a worthy piece of legislation and does 
nothing more than reaffirm our Nation’s long standing policy to care 
for its veterans and their dependents. : 

This bill would merely take into account sharp increases in the cost 
of living and operating such an establishment that have occurred over 
the past 6 years, since an adjustment was made in the Federal allot- 
ment. I urge you to report this bill favorably. Thank you. 

Mr. Haury. Our next witness is Mr. Miller, of California. We will 
be glad to hear from you, Mr. Miller. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLEM MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Miuuer. Mr. Chairman, I support H.R. 10596, which would 
change the formula for Federal contributions toward the support of 
veterans living in State or territorial veterans’ homes. 

This bill is identical to H.R. 10766 which I introduced in the House 
of Representatives. 

The largest veterans’ home in the Nation is located in my district 
at Veterans’ Home, Napa County, Calif. It is a fine home in every 
respect. 

tate homes of this type are of great value to the Nation because 
aged veterans must be cared for some place, and these homes offer 
the best facilities both from the standpoint of the community and for 
the veteran, who is receiving excellent care there. 

I think this new approach toward Federal contributions is long 

overdue. It would slightly increase assistance by the Federal Govern- 
ment in cases involving year-round care. 
' More important, it would lend greater flexibility to the administra- 
tive tasks of handling the aid program, The old formula for deter- 
mining the Federal contribution, it should be pointed out, has been 
in effect for 75 years, and is outdated. 

Mr. Hatey. Our next witness is Congressman Burdick, from the 
State of North Dakota. We are glad to have you here, Mr. Burdick. 


STATEMENT OF HON. QUENTIN N. BURDICK, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 


Mr, Burpicx. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the committee for 
allowing me to express my views on my bill, H.R. 10594, dealing with 
Federal aid to State or territorial homes for the support of disabled 
soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of the United States. 
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I will be brief because the case for this legislation is so clearly right 
and necessary that it can be established in short order. 

In 1888 Congress approved the Act to Aid State or Territorial 
Homes in the Care of Disabled Soldiers and Sailors, with the apparent 
intent of setting the Federal Government’s contribution toward 
operational costs at 50 percent. 

However, the Federal Government’s share throughout the years has 
lagged well belo v the 50 percent mark. 

Although H.R. 10594 would help to equalize the cost, it would 
bring the Federal Government’s contribution up to only 37.47 percent. 

Rising costs of food and other operations, at this time, make this 
much of an increase essential, if the 33 homes in 28 States are to be 
maintained properly. 

I might say that the pinch of cost increases has been felt keenly in 
my State at the North Dakota Soldiers’ Home at Lisbon, which has 
accommodated, at its peak, 137 veterans in the past year. 

In 1954, Congress raised the Federal Government’s contribution to 
these homes to $700 per veteran per year; operational expenses in 
these past 7 years, nationally, have soared 35.7 percent. 

In order for the homes to maintain their 1954 purchasing power, 
they would require an additional $249 this year. ER. 10594, which 
would change the method of Federal aid payments from $700 per 
annum per veteran to $2.50 per diem per veteran, does not call for 
that much, only for $212.50, which is certainly a reasonable and 
equitable figure. 

In evaluating this legislation, I believe the committee should take 
into consideration the fact that these State and territorial homes 
relieve pressure on the Veterans’ Administration in making available 
an additional 10,000 beds, maintained by State governments. More- 
over, they permit the Veterans’ Administration to attend to the active 
and acute needs of veterans by providing facilities for the chronically 
ill and the patients who require nursing care. 

For these reasons, I urge the committee to give favorable consider- 
ation to this bill. 

Mr. Hatery. Our next witness is the representative of the American 
Legion, Mr. C. H. Olson. 

r. Olson, we know of your interest in all veterans’ affairs, and are 
very happy to have you before the committee. 


STATEMENTS OF C. H. OLSON, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, NATIONAL. 


LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION; JOHN J. 
CORCORAN, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL REHABILITATION COM- 


MISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION; ACCOMPANIED BY BERNIE 


C. McLEISCH, VICE CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COM- 
MISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Otson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is C. H. Olson, assistant director of the national legislative 
commission. 

Before introducing our principal witnesses, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like the record to show, if it is permissible, that the vice chairman of 


our national — commission is present, Mr. Bernie C. McLeisch,. 
of Bayport, Mich. 
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Mr. Hater. We are happy to have him with us. 

Mr. Otson. Now, Mr. Chairman, the American Legion is ve 
grateful for this opportunity to come before you this morning to tal 
about the matter that has just been under discussion, and a couple of 
other points in which the American Legion is interested and our able 
director of the national rehabilitation commission, Mr. John J. 
Corcoran, will give our testimony. y 

I would like the record to show he is accompanied by the assistant 
a in charge of program management, Mr. Warren H. Mac- 

onald. 

Mr. Corcoran. Mr. Chairman, in accord with the remarks as 
presented by the chairman at the beginning of the hearing, might I 
summarize my remarks, and ask that a copy of our full statement be 
inserted in the record? 

Mr. Ha.tey. Without objection, it is so ordered, and you may 
proceed. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STaTEMENT OF JoHN J. Corcoran, Director, NATIONAL REHABILITATION 
CoMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I appreciate this opportunity 
to state the position of the American Legion on pending legislation relative to 
- nem of war veterans of the United States in facilities maintained by individual 

tates. 

The American Legion menere (1) legislation which would increase the current 
annual rate of payment to State homes provided for under section 641 of title 38; 
(2) legislation which would establish a matching-funds program to assist States 
to construct new homes for the care of war veterans or to expand and improve 
existing facilities; and (3) legislation to provide that the Veterans’ Administration 
shall pay for transporting the body of a veteran who dies in a State veterans’ home 
to the place of burial, on the same basis as now provided for in the case of the death 
of a veteran in a Veterans’ Administration facility. 


PAYMENTS TO STATE HOMES 


Section 641 of title 38 now provides that the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs 
shall reimburse each State which maintains a veterans home at the rate of $700 
a year or one-half the annual per capita cost, whichever is less, for each war vet- 
eran cared for in such home; but, only if each veteran for whom such payment 
is made would be eligible for domiciliary care in a Veterans’ Administration facil- 
ity. No payment will be made under this section, however, if the State home 
maintains a bar or canteen where intoxicating liquors are sold. 

The amount payable for any veteran is reduced (1) by one-half of any amounts 
retained by the home from any compensation or pension paid to the veteran by 
the VA, and (2) by the amount of any other money collected from the veteran 
for the support of the home unless the home also admits and maintains the wives 
or widows of war veterans. 

The Veterans’ Administration may inspect any State home participating in 
this grants-in-aid program at any time but has no authority over the management 
or control of any such home. 

It is the official position of the American Legion that the annual rate of an 
ment should be increased from $700 to $1,000. H.R. 3752, H.R. 4230, and H.R. 
5459 would accomplish this purpose. 

H.R. 10594 and several companion bills would change the method of payment 
of Federal aid to the States by making the rate of reimbursement $2.50 a day 
for each veteran cared for in lieu of the annual rate of $700. This would serve to 
increase the contribution of the VA to $912.50 per member year. 

The national rehabilitation commission of the American Legion has endorsed 
this formula based on a recommendation of the recent annual rehabilitation con- 
ference of the American Legion. While a governing body of the American Legion 
has not had opportunity to consider the recommendation, the organization will 
support a change to payment on a per diem basis at a rate of not less than $2.50. 
We believe this to be the minimum increase necessary in order that the States 
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concerned may continue to provide adequate care for these veterans who would 
otherwise be applicants for care in a VA facility. 

Congress first authorized payments to States for this purpose by the act of 
August 27, 1888. By this act, the States and Territories which established homes 
for disabled soldiers and sailors of the United States were allowed $100 a year for 
each person so domiciled. The legislation was adopted on the basis of a recom- 
mendation of the then board of managers of the National Home for Disabled 
Volunteer Soldiers. Inasmuch as the Federal facilities were overcrowded, it 
was deemed advisable to encourage the States to establish homes. 

The amount of the Federal contribution has been increased from time to time 
in an effort to help the States keep up with increasing costs of operation of the 
existing homes and with a view to encouraging the States to continue to expand 
their facilities for the domiciliary care of war veterans. 

The annual per capita rate of reimbursement was last increased effective Sep- 
tember 1, 1954, from $500 to the present $700, by Public Law 613, 83d Congress. 
Since then, the total cost of operating the several State homes has increased by 
more than 31 percent. The total cost for fiscal 1955 was $15.1 million; for fiscal 
1959 it was $19.9 million. 

The average daily number of veterans cared for in State homes increased from 
8,802 in fiscal 1955 to 9,678 in fiseal 1959. The average annual per capita cost 
rose from $1,724.49 to $2.057.36. 

During the hearings preceding the last increase (March 2, 1954; H.R. 8180), it 
was noted that, based on the 1953 experience, 14 of the 31 homes then participating 
would not have been able to receive aid at the proposed $700 rate because their 
annual per capita costs had been less than $1,400. In 1959, however, only 9 of 
the present 33 homes did not qualify for the full rate. 

It was also pointed out during those hearings that, for fiscal 1953, the outlay 
by the Veterans’ Administration had been only 30 percent of the total cost of 
maintaining a daily average of 8,091 veterans in the State homes; whereas, the 
several States had borne the remaining 70 percent. Further, it was expected that 
by increasing the rate from $500 to $700, the V A’s share would become 39 percent, 
the States’, 61 percent. 

Yet, for fiscal 1956, the first full year for which the $700 rate applied, the VA’s 
cost of $5,501,448 was only 35 percent of the total. For fiscal 1959, the VA paid 
$6,244,063 out of the total of $19,916,074. Thus, the VA-—State ratio has fallen 
back to 31 to 69 percent, almost the same as for 1953. 

In view of the fact that maintenance of war veterans in State homes lessens 
the demand for admittance of the same veterans into Federal domiciliaries, it is 
pertinent to compare the respective costs to the Veterans’ Administration. 

During fiscal 1959, the cost of operating all VA domiciliaries was $4.51 per day 
for each of the 16,840 veterans cared for on an average day. In the same year, the 
VA’s cost for the daily patient load of 9,678 veterans in State homes was slightly 
less than $1.77 per day per patient. 

Comparing the cost on an annual basis, we find that it cost the VA $1,646.15 
in 1959 to provide domiciliary care for a veteran in a VA facility, but only $645.18 
ina State home. Therefore, had the 9,678 veterans cared for in State homes been 
in Federal facilities, the total cost to the VA would have been $15,931,440 instead 
of the $6,244,063 paid to the States. 

It would appear desirable to continue all possible encouragement to the several 
States to expand their domiciliary facilities. Even if the reimbursement rate is 
increased to $1,000, the cost to the VA will be well over $600 less per year per 
veteran than for similar care in a VA-operated home. 

The American Legion respectfully urges your favorable consideration of legisla- 
tion to increase the VA’s contribution to the State veterans homes. 


EXPANSION AND IMPROVEMENT OF STATE FACILITIES 


In view of the fact that the Veterans’ Administration has not been permitted 
to expand its domiciliary care program, and the fact that the cost to the VA of 
the corresponding State-administered program is relatively low, The American 
Legion recommends that the Congress authorize a grants-in-aid program to enable 
the States to expand and improve their domiciliary facilities for war veterans. 

The number of veterans—otherwise qualified for care in a VA domiciliary— 
cared for in State facilities has been increasing -but at slow pace. The combined 
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average daily patient load in State homes for the past 10 years is set forth below, 
together with the percent of change for each successive year over the preceding 


year. 


Fiscal year Average daily Percent Fiscal year Average daily! Percent 
patient load change patient load change 
7, 437 +11.0 || 1055. 8, 802 +5.4 


The relatively ater increases for fiscal years 1950, 1951, and 1955 are no 
doubt related to the fact that Congress had granted substantial rate increases in 
1950 and 1954. Otherwise, the advance has averaged less than 3 percent. 

This rate of increase will not be great enough to meet the predictable future 
requirements of our aging veteran population for domiciliary care. The non- 
participating States, as well as the 28 States now operating homes, should be 
provided with a major incentive to establish new facilities. : 

Many of the existing Homes are old and no longer economical to operate. The 
States should be encouraged and assisted to modernize and improve these facili- 
ties. If such aid is not forthcoming soon, some State homes may be forced to 
cease or curtail operations with a consequent increase of pressure on the VA to 
assume greater responsibility. 

The American Legion supports H.R. 1173. This bill would provide assistance 
to the States in the construction, modernization, additions and improvements of 
State-operated veterans homes by a grant to subsidize the capital outlay cost. 
Up to 50 percent of the cost of constructing new facilities would be met by the 
VA on a matching-fund basis; one-third of the cost of expansion, remodeling or 
alteration of existing buildings would be paid by the VA. 

It is believed that the bill contains adequate provisions for the safeguarding 
of the interest of the Federal Government. Applications for funds under the 
program would have to be accompanied by assurances that the facilities concerned 
would be used for the care of war veterans for not less than 10 years. The archi- 
Nag a! at specifications, and cost data would be made available for inspection 

y the ‘ 

The total Federal funds authorized for the purpose of the bill would be $25 
million spread over 5 fiscal years. Incidentally, we believe the date cited on page 
2, line 20, should be amended to read “June 30, 1961.” 


EXTENSION OF BURIAL BENEFIT FOR STATE HOME VETERANS 


The American Legion asks your sympathetic consideration of H.R, 118 or a 
similar proposal. This bill would authorize the Veterans’ Administration to pay 
the cost of transporting the body of a veteran who dies in a State home to the 
place of burial. 

At present, where a veteran dies in a VA domiciliary or hospital, the VA will 
transport the body to the place of burial and will pay the actual cost, up to $250, 
of the burial and funeral. If death occurs in a State facility, the VA may pay only 
a maximum of $250 to help defray the expenses of burial including the cost of 
transportation. 

We believe the reimbursement of transportation costs should be extended to 
cover deaths of veterans in State homes, particularly since such homes are caring 
for cases who might otherwise be in VA facilities. 

It is noted that H.R. 118 would amend the now obsolete Veterans’ Regulation 
No. 9(a). Your attention is called to section 1 of H.R. 7729 which would amend 
the appropriate section of title 38 so as to accomplish the desired purpose. 

Thank you for your interest in the views of the American Legion on the bills 
referred to in my statement. 


Mr. Corcoran. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Chairman, there are three subjects that we will be discussing 
briefly this morning. 
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The first one is the one that has already been under discussion 
by the subcommittee this morning, payments to State homes. 

The official position of the American Legion is that the $700 pay- 
ment made by the Federal Government should be increased to $1,000 

er year. 
r ow, we note that there are several bills pending before the com- 
mittee that call for an increase to $2.50 a day. 

This would be approximately $912 a year. Last month our 
rehabilitation commission met and considered this new formula and 
new amount and gave approval to it. While this is only the first step 
in the policymaking process of the American Legion, I can say that 
the organization does support the $2.50 a day, and we urge the com- 
mittee to so favorably report. 

I need hardly say why the American Legion supports this proposed 
increase. There is a need for more domiciliary beds. The VA 
has not increased the beds in the recent past. State homes do provide 
good care and, incidentally, it is far cheaper to the Federal Govern- 
ment when these veterans are taken care of in State homes. 

The next subject that I will mention is the question of the expansion 
and improvement of State facilities. 

The American Legion supports H.R. 1173. This is a bill which 
would provide assistance to the States for the construction, moderni- 
zation, and improvement of State homes on a matching fund basis. 

The Government would provide 50 percent where new construction 
is started and one-third cea old facilities are expanded or altered. 

The American Legion feels that the States should be encouraged 
to expand, and it is very important to improve existing facilities, so 
we urge that the subcommittee favorably report H.R. 1173. 

The last subject that I will mention is the proposal to extend the 
burial benefits for veterans dying in State homes. 

At present, as you know, when a veteran dies in a VA domiciliary 
= om 2 the VA will transport the body without cost to the place 
of burial. 

On the other hand, if the veteran dies in a State home there is no 
such authority. 

The American Legion feels that reimbursement for the cost of 
transportation should be authorized, especially since the homes are 
caring for veterans who are eligible for admission to VA domiciliaries 
and, as a matter of fact, except for the existence of these State homes 
pags well be in the VA domiciliary. 

, in conclusion, I say that the American Legion supports H.R. 118 
and 7729 and urges that your subcommittee favorably report them. 

That is all I have, sir. 


Mr. Hatey. Thank you very much, Mr. Corcoran, for your fine 
statement. 

Do you have any questions, Mr. George? 

Mr. GreorGe, No questions, except to say it is a very concise and 
fine statement. 

Mr. Corcoran. Thank you. 

Mr. Harey. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your presence 
here this morning, and we are always happy to have the benefit of 
your counsel and advice. 

Mr. Ouson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Corcoran. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Hatey. Our next witness is the representative of the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, Mr. Francis W. Stover, director of the national 
legislative service. 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS W. STOVER, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
LEGISLATIVE SERVICE, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE 
UNITED STATES, ACCOMPANIED BY NORMAN JONES, DIRECTOR 
OF THE NATIONAL REHABILITATION SERVICE, VETERANS OF 
FOREIGN WARS OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. Stover. Mr. Chairman, I have here with me this morning 
Mr. Norman Jones, the director of the national rehabilitation service 
of the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is 
Francis W. Stover, and I am the director of the national legislative 
service of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States. 

As you know, the VFW has local posts in every State in the Union, 
and, accordingly, our organization has been intensely interested in 
the State homes, which are operated and maintained for those veterans 
in those States which provide this benefit for veterans. 

Ever since 1888 it has been the national policy of our Government 
to encourage States to care for disabled veterans by providing a 
Federal grantor allotment for each veteran cared for in a State home. 

Since that time, as costs have increased, the amount of the Federal 
contribution has been increased from time to time. We have today 
a maximum payment of $700 per annum per veteran, as opposed to a 
payment of $100 back in 1888 when the program was commenced. 

Numerous increases have been necessary, especially since the end 
of World War II, to keep pace with increased costs due to both spiral- 
ing prices as well as the cost of operation and maintenance of the 
changing needs of institutions in general. 

Evidence reaching this office indicates that the $700 maximum 
payment which is provided under existing law has failed to keep up 
with anticipated costs of operation since it was authorized in 1954. 

For several years now the Veterans of Foreign Wars has adopted 
nationally approved resolutions calling for the increase to raise this 
payment from $700 to $1,000 per annum. 

This year, however, our organization is lending its support to the 
several bills being considered today which would change the formula 
by substituting for the Federal contribution of $700 annually, the 
rate of $2.50 per day per veteran in each of these homes. 

On its face, it is obvious that $2.50 per day per veteran will not at 
this price defray the cost of caring for a veteran. 

Considering the many programs administered by the National 
Government, this is indeed a good bargain for the National Govern- 
ment. 

At the same time, many disabled veterans will be taken care of 
through the State agencies who could conceivably become a problem 
or burden upon the Federal Government. 


With respect to the bill, H.R. 118, which provides for the transporta- 
tion of the body of a veteran who dies in a State home to a place of 
burial within the United States and H.R. 1173 which authorized 
$5 million for grants-in-aid for 5 fiscal years for the construction of 
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State home facilities, the Veterans of Foreign Wars has no official 
position at the present time. 

However, in past years the VFW has endorsed proposals similar to 
these two bills and therefore, I feel reasonably sure our organization 
would endorse this legislation were it presented to the organization for 
consideration and approval. 

In conclusion, therefore, the Veterans of Foreign Wars strongly 
urges this subcommittee to favorably approve and report one of the 
bills which would substitute for the Federal sonebetion of $700 
annually to State homes, the rate of $2.50 a day for each veteran, 
At the same time, we would favor H.R. 118 and H.R. 1173 if it is 
Mig the wisdom of this subcommittee to report either of these two 

ills. 

This concludes our testimony and again may I express the deep 
appreciation of the Veterans of Foreign Wars for the privilege of 
appearing here this morning. 

Mr. Hatey. Thank you very much for a very fine presentation. 

Now, are there any questions from any members of the sub- 
committee? 

Mr. George. I have no questions but I will say that it is always 
nice to have Mr. Jones here with Mr. Stover, as Mr. Jones is from 
Kansas. 

Mr. Jones. I might say, Mr. George, that we have a fine veterans’ 
home in Kansas, too. 

Mr. Grorae. Yes. 

Mr. Hatey. At this point in the record a letter from Mr. Elmer M. 
Freudenberger, addressed to Chairman Teague, of April 8, 1960 will 
be placed in the record. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


DisaABLED AMERICAN VETERANS, 
NATIONAL SERVICE HEADQUARTERS, 
Washington, D.C., April 8, 1960. 
Hon. E. TEAGUE, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Teacue: This is in reference to the hearing scheduled for April 12, 
1960, before the Subcommittee on Administration to consider the pending bills 
designed to increase the Federal payment to State homes for each veteran of any 
war cared for therein. 

The Disabled American Veterans is very much in favor of increasing the grant 
by a substantial amount in order to cope with present economic conditions and 
the ever higher cost of maintenance. ur bill on the subject, H.R. 3752, would 
authorize an increase in the Federal aid to $1,000 per annum for each war veteran 
cared for in a State home. It is realized, however, that there is a strong trend to 
place the Federal-aid payments on a per diem basis at the rate of $2.50 per day, 
as reflected by the many identical bills now before your committee. If your 
committee, in its wisdom, believes that such a system in the amount specified is to 
be preferred over a flat per annum increase then the DAV is glad indeed to concur 
in that conclusion. The principal point is that something should be done to make 
the Federal grant more realistic and in keeping with the times. 

It is requested that this statement be made a part of the hearing record in lieu 
of a personal appearance before the subcommittee.. 

Sincerely, 
Eimer M. FREUDENBERGER, 
Acting National Director of Legislation, Disabled American Veterans. 
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STATEMENT OF R. P. BLAND, OFFICE OF THE ASSOCIATE GEN- 
_ ERAL COUNSEL FOR LEGISLATIVE SERVICES, VETERANS’ AD- 
MINISTRATION 


Mr. Havey. Our next witness is Mr. R. P. Bland, from the Vet- 
erans’ Administration and, Mr. Bland, if you will come forward, we 
are glad to have you before the committee this morning. You may 

roceed. 

, Mr. Buanp. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
am very glad to be here this morning to tell you that the Veterans’ 
Administration has reported favorably on the latest group of bills to 
provide for increased payments to State homes. 

It is the view of the Veterans’ Administration, after considering 
this whole problem, that the very considerable increase in the cost of 
operation of the State homes in the last 6 years since the present $700 
per annum rate was set, justifies a rather substantial increase. 

We think that the increase of approximately 30 percent in the 
maximum payment, that is, from $700 per year to something over 
$900 per year, computed at $2.50 per day, is a reasonable and sub- 
stantial increase. 

You will recall, Mr. Chairman, that there are two ceilings set in the 
State home law. One of them is the money ceiling, which is presently 
$700 per veteran per year. The other is the limitation that in no event 
will a State home be paid more than 50 percent of the cost of main- 
tenance of each eligible veteran. 

Even if this bill is enacted, it will still mean that some 18 State 
homes, while getting the $912 per year, will not be getting quite up to 
the 50 percent of cost of maintenance. 

We think that is another indication that this is a reasonable measure 
and well justified. 

I do not believe, Mr. Chairman, that there is any particular point 
in my taking up the further time of the subcommittee on this matter. 

Our report speaks for itself, and I assume it will go in the record. 

We are not, Mr. Chairman, prepared to make an extended statement 
on the other two bills which have been mentioned by the representa- 
tives of the American Legion and Veterans of Foreign Wars, since 
I had understood that the emphasis this morning was on the bills to 
increase payments to State homes. 

I will mention that the Veterans’ Administration submitted a 
report on H.R. 1173 which provides for construction grants to assist 
the States in erecting State homes, and that report was filed by the 
Administrator last year, and for the reasons therein stated it is adverse. 

There is also a report which was submitted to the committee, I 
believe last year, on a bill, H.R. 7729, one section of which, like H.R. 
118, deals with the question of paying the costs of transportation of the 
body of a veteran who dies in a State home from that point to his home. 


I believe that report on that proposition was also unfavorable and 
I would like at this time, Mr. Chairman, simply to take notice of those 
reports and not dwell upon them any further. 

I would be glad to answer any questions the subcommittee may 
have. I have with me in the audience representatives of the Depart- 
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ment of Medicine and Surgery, and if there are any matters of detail w 
that you want to consider they will be glad to supply the information ot 
to you. 
Mr. Hatey. Are there any questions of any member of the sub- 
committee? re 
Mr. Greorce. How long ago were those adverse reports made? 
Mr. Buanp. The report on the construction grant bill, H.R. 1173, 
was submitted in January of this year. I said last year—it was early 


this year. 

The report on H.R. 7729 was, I believe, in December of 1959, 
December 21, 1959, to be exact. b 

Mr. Grores. Do you think the position of the VA remains un- b 
changed? 

Mr. Buanp. I believe so, because those are very recent reports. F 


Mr. Grorae. Thank you. 
Mr. Hatey. I thank you very much, Mr. Bland. 
Now that completes the witnesses for today and completes all the 


witnesses on these bills. n 
I might also say for the benefit of the subcommittee, that while 
we have had other matters pertaining to other bills discussed here t 


today, I am sure you realize that we are trying to take first things 
first and deal with one situation at a time. 

Does the gentleman from Georgia care to offer a motion, since that 
completes the testimony on these bills? 

Mr. Mitrcuetit. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that we 
waive the rule and consider the adoption of H.R. 10596 in open session. 

Mr. Hauey. You have heard the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia. Is there any objection? 

Mr. Saytor. I reserve the right to object. 

po Hatey. The gentleman from Pennsylvania reserves the right 
to object. 

Mr. Saytor. I want a distinct understanding we will be allowed 
to consider this bill, H.R. 10596, in relation to all of the other bills 
which have been referred to the committee. 

Mr. Hatey. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Saytor. With the understanding stated off the record, I with- 
draw the objection. 

Mr. Haury. The gentleman from Pennsylvania withdraws his 
objection. 

The gentleman from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. MircuHe.t. I move for consideration of H.R. 10596, and that 
pb read and open for amendment at any point, and reported favor- 
ably. 

Mr. Haxey. You have heard the motion of the gentleman from 
Georgia to take H.R. 10596 under consideration. Without objection 
it is so ordered. 

The bill is now before the committee, and without objection it 
will be considered as read in full and open for amendment at any 
point. 

Are there any amendments? 

(There was no response.) 

Mr. Haney. If not, the Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Georgia for the motion, and I hope his motion in moving the bill 
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will also include a provision that proper reference be made to the 
other bills pertaining to the same or similar subject matter. 

Mr. Mrircue tw. In accord with the Chair’s remarks, I so move. 

Mr. Hatey. All in favor of passing the bill H.R. 10596, with proper 
reference being made in the report to the other bills, say aye. 

(Chorus of ayes.) 

Mr. Hatey. All opposed say nay. 

(There were no nays.) 

Mr. Hatey. It is so ordered. 

Mr. Sartor. I move H.R. 1173 and all the other bills which are 
before the members, which have been referred to this subcommittee, 
be re-referred to the full committee for the purpose of tabling. 

Mr. Harry. You have heard the motion of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. 

All in favor say ‘‘Aye.”’ 

(The motion carried.) 

Mr. Haury. That concludes the business of the committee this 
morning and we stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 11 a.m., the subcommittee was recessed subject 
to the call of the chairman.) 
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